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The  Honorable  John  Glenn 
Chairman,  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs 
United  States  Senate 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

Your  July  7, 1987,  letter  asked  us  to  convene  two  panels  of  experts 
knowledgeable  about  the  administration  of  welfare  programs — one 
panel  at  the  national  level  and  another  at  the  local  level.  We  did  so  and 
obtained  their  insights  on  four  welfare  reform  issues:  (1)  case  manage¬ 
ment,  (2)  contracts  between  welfare  recipients  and  agencies,  (3)  coordi¬ 
nation  of  services,  and  (4)  target  populations. 

We  contracted  with  the  National  Academy  of  Public  Administration  to 
convene  the  panel  at  the  national  level.  It  met  in  Washington,  D.C.,  on 
July  21, 1987,  and  its  final  report.  Welfare  Report  Dialogue:  Implemen¬ 
tation  and  Operational  Feasibility  Issues,  was  sent  to  you  on  September 
30.  Overall,  the  panel  supported  reform  of  the  welfare  system  and  urged 
that  states  be  given  discretion  to  design  programs  suitable  to  their  client 
populations,  economies,  existing  service  networks,  and  available 
resources. 

The  second  panel,  which  we  sponsored  with  the  Federation  for  Commu¬ 
nity  Planning  in  Cleveland,  met  on  August  13, 1987.  Its  final  report. 
Workability  of  Welfare  Reform:  A  Local  Perspective,  was  sent  to  you  on 
November  9.  Like  the  national  panel,  this  panel  also  supported  reform  of 
the  welfare  system  and  urged  state  and  local  discretion  in  designing  pro¬ 
grams  to  fit  particular  conditions — such  as  limited  employment  oppor¬ 
tunities  and  scarce  resources. 

As  requested,  this  report  summarizes  the  views  of  both  panels  on  each 
of  the  four  issues.  The  panelists  did  not  limit  their  discussions  to  these 
issues,  but  discussed  other  fundamental  aspects  of  welfare  reform  as 
well.  Thus,  we  are  also  summarizing  their  insights  on  these  additional 
issues  for  your  consideration.  The  issued  reports  on  the  two  panels  are 
included  as  appendixes  II  and  III. 
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Case  Management 


Both  panels  supported  the  case  management  concept — the  brokering 
and  coordinating  of  multiple  social,  health,  education,  and  employment 
services — and  the  related  use  of  a  single  case  manager  as  important 
ways  to  help  welfare  recipients  achieve  self-sufficiency.  The  panels  dis¬ 
cussed  the  myriad  of  activities  that  case  managers  could  perform  and 
the  need  for  additional  staff,  and  perhaps  some  new  skills,  to  perform 
these  activities  (see  pp.  8  to  10).  The  principal  concerns  raised  by  the 
panels  are  whether; 

Additional  resources  are  available  for  implementing  the  case  manage¬ 
ment  concept,  including  hiring  additional  caseworkers,  retraining 
caseworkers,  and  automating  case  management  systems. 

The  tools  will  be  available  to  the  case  manager  to  assess  clients'  needs, 
monitor  recipient  progress,  and  refer  clients  to  needed  services  outside 
the  welfare  agency.  The  necessary  tools  include  automated  data  process¬ 
ing  support,  inventory  of  services,  and  contracts  with  service  providers. 
Eligibility  criteria,  rules,  and  regulations  can  be  simplified  to  facilitate 
the  case  management  concept.  For  example,  can  Food  Stamp  and  Aid  to 
Fanulies  with  Dependent  Children  (afdc)  eligibility  criteria  be 
integrated? 

States  will  be  given  flexibility  in  setting  new  staffing  patterns  and 
assigning  case  management  respoivsibilities. 


Agreements  and 
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In  general,  neither  panel  supported  the  concept  of  binding  agreements 
between  the  agency  and  recipient,  and  related  sanctions.  Panelists  sug¬ 
gested  that  sanctions  have  not  worked  in  the  past  and  are  unlikely  to 
work  in  the  future.  'They  generally  favored  some  form  of  agreement 
between  the  agency  and  recipient,  but  not  formal  agreements  tied  to 
sanctions  that  would  bring  additional  complexity  and  administrative 
burden  (see  pp.  10  to  1 1).  Some  of  the  concerns  expressed  by  the  panel 
are  whether: 


Binding  agreements  will  achieve  intended  outcomes,  given  the  unlikeli¬ 
hood  that  these  contracts  or  agreements  could  be  enforced. 

Considering  the  administrative  burden,  binding  agreements  with  sanc¬ 
tions  are  cost  effective. 

Agreements  in  proposed  legislation  should  be  subject  to  fair  hearings 
and  quality  control  reviews. 

State  and  local  governments  will  be  given  flexibility  in  developing  the 
terms  of  agreements  and  the  option  of  not  imposing  sanctions. 

\ 

I 
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•  Ebctending — beyond  what  has  been  included  in  proposed  legislation — 
the  support  periods  for  such  critical  services  as  Medicaid  and  transpor¬ 
tation  arfter  a  recipient  takes  a  job  and  has  left  the  welfare  rolls. 


As  agreed  with  your  office,  unless  you  publicly  announce  its  contents 
earlier,  we  plan  no  further  distribution  of  this  report  until  30  days  after 
its  issue  date.  At  that  time,  we  will  send  copies  to  interested  parties  and 
make  copies  available  to  others  upon  request. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Franklin  Frazier 
Associate  Director 


Page  4 


GAO/HRtVSSSS  Welfare  Refonn  Propoaals 


B-225966 


Coordination  of 
Services 


Target  Populations 


Additional  Panel 
Views 


Both  panels  saw  a  need  for  better  coordination  and  integration  of  availa¬ 
ble  services  and  recognized  that  proposed  reforms  would  make  that 
need  much  greater  (see  pp.  11  to  12).  Concerns  raised  by  the  panels  are 
the  extent  to  which: 

•  Elxisting  welfare  programs  and  services  will  be  better  integrated  and 
measures  taken  to  guard  against  adding  new  layers  of  services  and  orga¬ 
nizations  without  the  necessary  coordinating  mechanisms. 

•  State  and  local  agencies  could  be  given  greater  flexibility  to  adapt  pro¬ 
gram  plans  and  incentives  to  fit  their  particular  coordinative  needs  and 
circumstances. 

•  Incentives  are  provided  for  states  to  solicit  local  input  to  overall  state 
plans. 


Both  panels  supported  the  idea  of  greater  targeting  of  services  to  spe¬ 
cific  populations  and  tailoring  certain  benefits  and  services  for  such 
groups  (see  pp.  12  to  13).  Suggested  target  groups  and  related  considera¬ 
tions  are: 

•  AFDC-Unemployed  Parents.  The  additional  costs  and  administrative  bur¬ 
dens  to  states  not  now  offering  the  AFDC-Unemployed  Parent  program 
would  need  to  be  contrasted  with  the  program’s  potential  benefits  and 
positive  effects. 

•  Youthful  welfare  recipients.  This  option  would  require  consideration  of 
whether  teenage  recipients  subjected  to  mandatory  work  requirements 
respond  differently  than  other  age  groups  and  whether  their  special 
needs  should  be  factored  into  the  design  of  work/welfare  programs. 


The  panels  discussed  several  other  issues  that  bear  on  the  workability  of 
proposed  reforms  (see  pp.  13  to  14).  The  panels  suggested  that  consider¬ 
ation  be  given  to: 

•  Mandating  a  basic  program  of  welfare-to-work  services,  below  which 
states  could  not  fall,  and  including  incentives  for  states  to  develop  more 
comprehensive  services. 

•  Setting  goals  and  performance  measures  for  each  state’s  work  program 
that  take  into  account  such  factors  as  caseloads  and  their  characteris¬ 
tics,  job  opportunities,  and  resources. 

•  Developing  measures  of  program  performance  in  terms  of  such  out¬ 
comes  as  quality,  numbers,  and  duration  of  job  placements  rather  than 
simply  the  number  of  program  participants. 
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Welfare: 

Ebcpert  Panels’  Insights  on  Major 
Reform  Proposals 


Introduction 


e  Congress  is  considering  legislation  to  reform  the  welfare  system, 
including  placing  greater  emphasis  on  work  incentive  programs  for 
recipients  of  the  Aid  to  Families  With  Dependent  Children  (afdc)  pro¬ 
gram.  A  stated  goal  of  the  reform  legislation  is  to  help  afdc  recipients 
achieve  economic  independence. 


Concerned  about  the  administrative  feasibility  of  welfare  proposals,  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs  asked  us  to  convene  two 
panels  of  welfare  experts,  one  each  at  the  national  and  local  levels,  to 
give  the  Committee  insights  on  four  aspects  of  the  meyor  reform 


proposals: 


J 


Providing  case  manj^ement,  including  automated  systems. 

Using  contracts  between  welfare  agencies  and  recipients. 
Coordinating  services  for  both  mandatory  and  voluntary  recipients.  ^ 
Developing  target  populations  of  recipients.  ' 


The  National  Academy  of  Public  Administration  (NAPAXgo^ened  the 
national  panel  in  Washington,  D.C.,  on  July  21, 1987.  TTie  NARflpanel 
consisted  of  state  and  local  managers  and  welfare  administrators  and 
evaluators.  The  Federation  for  Community  Planning  convened  the  local 
.panel  in  Cleveland  on  August  13, 1987.  The  Federation  panel  consisted 
of  local/state  administrators,  client  groups,  service  providers,  and  aca- 
demicians.fThe  panels  discussed  two  specific  bills:  The  House  Ways  and 
Means  bill  writled  The  Family  Welfare  Reform  Act  of  1987,  H.R.  1720, 
and  the  Senat^ill  entitled  The  Family  Security  Act,  S.  1511. 


napa’s  report  was  sent  to  the  Committee’s  Chairman  on  October  30, 1987 
(see  app.  II).  The  Federation  report  was  sent  on  November  9, 1987  (see 
app.  III).  Our  synthesis  of  the  two  reports  follows. 


Case  Management 


Case  management — the  brokering  and  coordinating  of  multiple  social, 
health,  education,  and  employment  services — is  proposed  under  the 
House  and  Senate  bills  to  provide  better  services  to  help  recipients 
achieve  self-sufficiency  and  to  provide  the  services  more  efficiently. 
State  agencies  would  assess  recipient  skills,  such  as  education  and 
employment,  and  other  family  needs.  Under  the  House  bill,  an  agency 
staff  member  would  provide  case  management  services,  including  bro¬ 
kering  on  behalf  of  the  family  for  services  needed,  and  monitor  progress 
of  the  recipient.  Under  the  Senate  bill,  the  state  agency  may  assign  a 
case  manager  to  each  family  participating  in  the  program. 
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Overall,  the  panels  supported  the  idea  of  case  management  as  an  impor¬ 
tant  way  to  improve  service  delivery  and  help  welfare  recipients 
achieve  self-sufficiency.  The  panelists  believed,  however,  that  case  man¬ 
agement  feasibility  is  contingent  on  resolving  issues  of  related  staff 
changes  and  other  administrative  concerns. 

We  asked  panel  members  to  consider  the  key  functions  involved  in  case 
management.  The  napa  panel  discussed  coordination  and  monitoring  as 
case  management  functions.  The  panel  noted  that  the  proposed  case 
management  functions  would  differ  substantially  from  the  current  role 
of  welfare  staff  in  most  states  and  expressed  concern  about  resources 
needed  to  perform  these  functions. 

The  Federation  panel  discussed  four  case  management  functions:  (1) 
assessment  of  the  welfare  recipients’  needs;  (2)  identification/inventory¬ 
ing  of  service  availability;  (3)  provision  of  services,  such  as  through  con¬ 
tracts  with  service  providers;  and  (4)  monitoring  activities.  The 
panelists  believed  that  needs  assessments  combined  with  other  case 
management  functions  could  help  recipients  achieve  self-sufficiency,  a 
goal  of  welfare  reform.  This  panel  also  had  concerns  about  whether 
resources  will  be  available  to  implement  case  management  and  whether 
adequate  employment  opportunities  would  exist  after  recipients  were 
educated  or  trained. 

A  major  case  management  issue  is  the  availability  of  caseworkers. 
According  to  the  napa  panel,  caseworkers’  roles  have  become  more  diffi¬ 
cult  over  time  due  to  increased  program  complexities.  One  suggested 
solution  was  to  reduce  program  complexity  to  free  up  current 
caseworkers’  time.  Other  suggestions  were  to  (1)  retrain  caseworkers  for 
new  responsibilities  and  (2)  hire  additional  caseworkers.  The  panelists 
agreed  that  states  should  be  given  flexibility  in  setting  new  staffing  pat¬ 
terns  and  assigning  case  management  responsibilities.  Also,  the  panelists 
pointed  out  that,  because  the  error  rate  in  eligibility  determinations 
would  likely  go  up  as  workers  struggled  with  their  new  responsibilities, 
states  should  be  held  harmless  on  error  rates  for  several  years  as  they 
learn  new  ways  of  operating. 

According  to  -he  Federation  panel,  caseworkers  and  social  workers 
already  work  at  or  beyond  planned  capacity.  They  wondered  where  new 
caseworkers  would  come  from,  and  if  there  would  be  enough 
caseworkers,  given  the  high  ratio  of  caseworkers  to  welfare  recipients 
needed  for  effective  case  management.  The  Federation  panel  also 
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expressed  concern  about  a  potential  problem  of  dealing  with  union  per¬ 
sonnel  under  a  legislatively  reformed  program  that  required  a  change  in 
existing  job  duties  and  responsibilities. 

Finally,  to  make  case  management  work,  both  panels  advocated  provid¬ 
ing  additional  automated  data  processing  resources.  The  Federation 
panel,  however,  suggested  such  additional  resources  would  not  be  wel¬ 
come  if  it  meant  adding  to  the  already  heavy  administrative  workload. 

The  panels  raised  the  following  concerns  about  case  management: 

•  Are  additional  resources  available  for  implementing  the  case  manage¬ 
ment  concept,  including  hiring  additional  caseworkers,  retraining 
caseworkers,  and  automating  case  management  systems? 

•  Will  the  necessary  tools  (e.g.,  automated  data  processing  support,  inven¬ 
tory  of  services,  contracts  with  service  providers)  be  available  to  the 
case  manager  to  assess  clients’  needs,  monitor  recipient  progress,  and 
refer  clients  to  needed  services  outside  of  the  welfare  agency? 

•  Can  the  eligibility  criteria,  rules,  and  regulations  of  key  programs  be 
simplified  to  enable  caseworkers  to  spend  more  time  on  case  manage¬ 
ment  (e.g.,  integrate  Food  Stamp  and  atdc  eligibility  criteria)? 

•  Will  states  be  given  flexibility  in  setting  new  staffing  patterns  and 
assigning  case  management  responsibilities? 


Agreements  and 
Sanctions 


Welfare  reform  legislation  contains  the  concept  of  shared  responsibility 
between  the  welfare  recipient  parents,  who  are  to  support  their  chil¬ 
dren,  and  the  welfare  agency,  which  is  to  help  parents  meet  their 
responsibility  through  expanded  opportunities  in  education  and  train¬ 
ing.  The  House  and  Senate  bills  provide  for  the  welfare  agency  to  negoti¬ 
ate  a  binding  agreement  with  each  welfare  recipient  that  details 
responsibilities  of  the  recipient  and  the  agency.  The  bills  also  provide 
for  states  to  sanction  recipients  who  fail  to  participate  in  the  program. 

In  general,  neither  panel  supported  the  concept  of  sanctions.  Panelists 
suggested  that  sanctions  have  been  tried  in  the  past  and  have  not 
worked.  They  generally  favored  some  form  of  agreement  between  the 
agency  and  recipient,  but  not  legally  binding  agreements  tied  to  sanc¬ 
tions  that  would  bring  additional  complexity  and  administrative  burden. 

The  NAPA  panel  questioned  the  welfare  agencies’  ability  to  enforce  bind¬ 
ing  agreements.  They  agreed  with  the  concept  of  a  mutual  understand¬ 
ing  between  the  recipient  and  the  agency  that  would  clarify  what  the 
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agency  expected  of  the  recipient,  set  a  plan  for  the  recipient,  and  specify 
how  welfare  benefits  fit  into  the  recipient’s  overall  goal.  The  panel  con¬ 
cluded  that  such  service  agreements  would  be  more  effective  in  dealing 
with  recipients,  but  an  enforceable  agreement  would  be  more  politically 
attractive.  The  panel  believed  that,  if  sanctions  were  written  into  legis¬ 
lation  to  gain  political  support,  the  states  should  be  given  the  option  of 
not  imposing  them. 

The  Federation  panel  strongly  disagreed  with  the  idea  of  using  binding 
agreements  with  sanctions  and  requiring  mandatory  work  program  par¬ 
ticipation.  Their  position  was  based  on  their  belief  that  (1)  welfare 
recipients  would  leave  the  welfare  system  if  provided  sufficient  incen¬ 
tives  and  supports  to  help  get  them  off,  (2)  an  adversarial  relationship 
would  be  created  between  the  agency  and  recipient,  (3)  people  might  be 
forced  into  low-paying  jobs,  and  (4)  another  burden  would  be  added  to 
administrators’  workload.  Also,  panelists  questioned  whether  such  a 
system  would  be  cost  beneficial.  While  the  Federation  panel  favored 
using  agreements  for  the  purpose  of  setting  expectations,  the  panel 
members  disagreed  on  the  need  for  formalizing  agreements  in  writing. 

Based  on  the  panel  discussions,  potential  implementation  methods  raise 
such  questions  as: 

•  If  binding  agreements  are  required,  what  is  the  probability  of  achieving 
intended  outcomes,  given  the  unlikelihood  that  these  agreements  could 
be  enforced? 

•  Is  the  burden  of  administering  binding  agreements  with  sanctions  cost 
effective? 

•  Should  agreements  in  proposed  legislation  be  subject  to  fair  hearings 
and  quality  control  reviews? 

•  Will  state  and  local  governments  be  given  flexibility  in  developing  the 
terms  of  agreements  and  the  option  of  imposing  sanctions? 


Coordination  of 
Services 


Reform  proposals  offer  welfare  recipients  expanded  opportunities  in 
education  and  training.  Other  supports,  such  as  day  care,  transporta¬ 
tion,  and  health  care,  also  would  be  provided.  The  issue  is  what  can  be 
done  to  coordinate  delivery  of  these  services  to  bring  expanded  benefits 
and  services  together.  Both  panels  were  asked  to  consider  how  services 
could  be  effectively  coordinated  under  a  revised  welfare  system. 

Reducing  existing  program  complexities  and  using  a  single  point  of  pro¬ 
gram  accountability  for  any  new  welfare  program  would  be  necessary, 
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according  to  both  panels.  Better  coordination  of  the  Food  Stamp  and 
AFDC  programs,  for  example,  was  mentioned  as  a  way  to  reduce  the  com¬ 
plexity  of  program  eligibility  determination  and  other  rules  that  reduce 
the  potential  for  coordinating  activities  at  the  state  and  local  levels. 

Both  panels  also  advocated  that  the  federal,  state,  and  local  welfare 
agencies  be  the  central  point  for  funding  and  accountability  for  services 
such  as  jobs  programs  and  compensatory  education  to  assure  that  wel¬ 
fare  recipients  have  access  to  the  services.  The  napa  panel  noted,  how¬ 
ever,  that  coordinative  linkages  between  programs  at  the  state  and  local 
levels  could  not  be  federally  mandated  because  of  entrenched  power 
structures,  but  would  have  to  be  worked  out  in  each  state.  The  Federa¬ 
tion  panelists,  noting  that  the  needs  of  counties  within  a  state  differ, 
proposed  that  legislation  include  incentives  to  encourage  states  to  solicit 
more  local  input  to  statewide  welfare  plans. 

If  welfare  reform  proposals  are  enacted  that  include  the  concept  of  coor¬ 
dinating  services  to  bring  together  expanded  benefits  and  services, 
assuring  that  coordination  occurs  should  not  be  left  to  chance.  Concerns 
raised  by  the  panels  are  the  extent  to  which: 

•  Existing  welfare  programs  and  services  will  be  better  integrated  and 
measures  taken  to  guard  against  adding  new  layers  of  services  and  orga¬ 
nizations  without  the  necessary  coordinating  mechanisms. 

•  States  and  local  agencies  could  be  given  flexibility  to  adapt  program 
plans,  incentives,  and  coordinative  linkages  appropriate  to  their  service 
population  and  local  economy. 

•  Incentives  are  given  states  to  solicit  local  input  to  overall  state  plans. 


Target  Populations 


Both  reform  bills  would  have  states  select  target  populations  of  welfare 
recipients  and  provide  additional  benefits  and  services  to  help  these 
recipients  achieve  self-sufficiency.  Both  panels  believed  that  the  concept 
of  target  populations  and  providing  welfare  recipients  additional  bene¬ 
fits  and  services  made  sense  but  were  concerned  about  who  should  be 
served  first. 

The  NAPA  panel  indicated  that  the  “hard-to-serve"  population  should  be 
the  first  to  target,  defining  hard-to-serve  in  terms  of  length  of  time  on 
welfare  and  unemployment.  The  Federation  panel  defined  priority  tar¬ 
get  populations  as  the  AFDC-Unemployed  parents  and  younger  welfare 
recipients.  The  Federation  panel  also  suggested  targeting  the  young 
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male  population  found  on  the  states’  nonfederal  general  assistance  wel¬ 
fare  rolls  who,  according  to  the  panel,  are  often  the  absent  fathers  not 
paying  child  support  to  afdc  children. 

Suggested  target  group®  and  related  considerations  are: 

•  Regarding  AFDC-Unemployed  parents,  what  would  be  the  additional 
costs  and  administrative  burdens  to  states  not  now  offering  the  afdc- 
Unemployed  Parent  program,  contrasted  with  the  program’s  potential 
benefits  and  pxisitive  effects? 

•  Will  youthful  recipients  respiond  differently  to  mandatory  work  require¬ 
ments  than  other  groups  and  must  their  sp)ecial  needs  be  factored  into 
the  design  of  work/welfare  programs? 

•  Should  the  states’  nonfederal  assistance  participants  be  considered  as  a 
target  group? 


Additional  Panel 
Views 


Besides  addressing  the  four  spjecific  major  issues  requested  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee,  the  panels  discussed  the  following  issues  they  considered  impor¬ 
tant  in  considering  welfare  reform. 


Minimal  Work  Pro;^ram  The  napa  panel  suggested  that  the  federal  government  mandate  a  basic 
Requirements  program  of  welfare-to-work  services,  a  floor  below  which  states  could 

not  fall,  and  include  incentives  for  states  to  develop  more  comprehen¬ 
sive  services. 


Resource  Constraints  and  Two  fundamental  reform  issues  raised  by  the  Federation  panel  were  (1) 
Performance  Standards  extent  to  which  adequate  employment  opportunities  will  be  availa¬ 

ble  to  welfare  recipients  and  (2)  the  extent  to  which  adequate  resources 
will  be  available  not  only  to  educate  and  train  recipients,  but  also  to 
provide  other  supports,  such  as  day  care,  transportation,  and  health 
care. 

The  potential  lack  of  employment  opportunities  and  resources  for  sup¬ 
port  programs  led  the  Federation  panel  to  conclude  that  a  goal  of  mak¬ 
ing  numerous  welfare  recipients  self-sufficient  may  be  too  broad  and 
that  it  would  be  better  to  adopt  a  small  program  initially  rather  than 
risk  losing  welfare  reform  entirely  by  emphasizing  a  very  large  effort. 

The  NAPA  panel  considered  absolute  national  porformance  standards  as 
unworkable  because  of  differences  among  states  in  the  local  economy, 
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service  populations,  and  program  design.  The  panel  believed  that  any 
national  performance  standards  should  be  relative,  in  terms  of  the 
states’  performance  over  time  or  in  relation  to  the  goals  set  in  its  plan. 
The  panel  agreed  that  measuring  program  performance  by  outcomes, 
such  as  job  placements,  was  more  valuable  than  measuring  by  participa¬ 
tion  of  recipients  in  the  program. 

The  panels  believed  that  consideration  should  be  given  to: 

•  Mandating  a  basic  program  of  welfare-to-work  services,  below  which 
states  could  not  fall,  and  including  incentives  for  states  to  develop  more 
comprehensive  services. 

•  Setting  state-by-state  work  program  goals  and  performance  measures 
that  take  into  account  such  factors  as  case  loads  and  their  characteris¬ 
tics,  available  job  opportunities,  and  resources. 

•  Developing  measures  of  work  program  performance  in  terms  of  such 
outcomes  as  quality,  numbers,  and  duration  of  job  placements  rather 
than  simply  by  the  number  of  program  participants. 


Transitional  Time  Frames  The  Federation  panel  advocated  extending — beyond  what  has  been 

included  in  proposed  legislation — the  support  periods  for  such  critical 
services  as  Medicaid  and  transportation  after  a  recipient  takes  a  job  and 
has  left  the  welfare  rolls. 


I 
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Letter  and  National  Academy  of  Public 
Administration  Panel  Report  Entitled  “Welfare 
Reform  Dialogue:  Implementation  and 
rational  Feasibility  Issues” 


I  luted  States 

General  Accounting  Office 

U'uKineton,  D.C.  20S48 


Human  Resources  Division 


September  30,  1987 


The  Honorable  John  Glenn,  Chairman 
Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs 
United  States  Senate 


Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 


Your  July  7,  1987,  letter,  asked  us  to  convene  two  panels  of 
experts  knowledgeable  about  the  administration  of  welfare 
pragramt — one  panel  at  the  national  level  and  another  at  the 
local  level.  We  have  done  so  and  obtained  their  insights  on 
certain  proposed  welfare  reform  issues — (1)  case  management, 
(2)  contracts  between  welfare  recipients  and  agencies,  (3> 
coordination  of  services,  and  (4)  target  populations. 


We  contracted  with  the  National  Academy  of  Public  Administration 
to  convene  the  panel  at  the  national  level.  The  panel  met  in 
Washington,  D.C. ,  on  July  21,  1987,  and  the  final  report,  Wei f art 

Report  PialoQue;  Implementation  and  Doerational  Feasibility 
1 ssLies .  is  enclosed.  Overall ,  the  panel  supported  reform  of 
the  welfare  system,  but  urged  that  states  be  given  discretion 
to  design  programs  suitable  to  their  client  populations, 
economies,  existing  service  networks,  and  available  resources. 


The  second  panel  was  sponsored  with  the  Federation  for 
Community  Planning  in  Cleveland,  Ohio,  and  met  on  August  13, 
1987.  It  represented  academia,  social  services  providers, 
welfare  agencies,  employment  agencies,  and  educational  institu¬ 
tions.  As  agreed  with  the  Committee,  we  will  issue  a  report  in 
October  on  that  meeting.  We  also  plan  to  issue  a  report,  as 
soon  as  possible,  summarizing  the  views  of  both  panels  as  they 
relate  to  proposed  welfare  reform  legislation. 


Should  you  have  any  questions,  please  call  Mr.  Franklin  Frazier, 
Associate  Director,  on  275-6193. 


Sincerely  yours. 


Richard  L.  Fogel 

Assistant  Com  troller  General 


Enel osure 
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Admlnlstiatioii  Panel  Keport  Entitled 
“Welfiare  Reform  DialoRue:  Implementation 
and  Operationai  Feaaibility  laanea” 


WELFARE  REFORM  DIALOGUE: 

IHPLEHENTATIOM  AMD  OPERATIONAL  FEASIBILITY  ISSUES 

ReporL  o£  Panal  Dlacuaaion 
July  21,  19B7 


An  Occaaional  Paper 
for  tha 

Canaral  Accounting  Office 
at  the  requeat  of  the 

Coaalttee  on  Covernaental  Affalra 
United  Stataa  Senate 

Septeaber,  1987 


National  Acadany  for  Public  Adalnlatratlon 

Don  Wortaan 
Proyect  Director 

Bonnie  Sether  Haaler 
Reporter 
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Welfare  Refora  Dialogue: 

lapleaentetlon  and  Operational  Feasibility  Issues 
Executive  Suanary 

On  July  21,  1987.  e  panel  of  welfare  adalnatratora  and 

resaarchara  net  at  the  National  Acadeay  for  Public  Adalnlstratlon 
(NAPA)  to  exaalne  the  adalnlstratlva  aspects  of  three  legislative 
proposals  for  reforalng  tho  AFDC  prograa.  These  proposals  Included 
the  House  Ways  and  Heana  bill,  H.R.  1720,  substitute  aaendaents 

offered  by  the  House  Education  and  Labor  Conalttee,  and  S.  ISll. 

Introduced  In  the  Senete  Finance  Coaalttee.  The  aeetlng  was 

co'sponaored  by  NAPA  and  the  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO)  and  held 
at  the  request  of  Senator  John  Glenn  of  the  Covernaental  Affairs 

Coaalttee. 

The  welfare  refora  dialogue  panel  discussed  s  great  nuaber  of 
issues  Involved  In  welfare  refora  and  proposed  aany  substanlal  changes 
In  the  pending  legislation.  The  panel  did  not  Halt  itself  to 
operational  issues  but  also  discussed  the  design  of  the  prograa,  and 
these  Issues  are  presented  in  this  paper  as  well.  No  foraal  effort  at 
a  eonaenaua  was  aada,  but  the  panelists  were  in  substantial  agreeaent 
on  aany  issues.  While  it  cannot  be  said  thet  every  panelist  agreed 
with  every  point  nade,  there  was  little  dlsagreeaent . 

The  changes  proposed  are  sunaarized  below  In  relation  to  areas  of 
concern  raised  by  Senator  Glenn. 

CS8t-BaQ9SCSSQ& 

-  States  should  be  allowed  flexibility  In  developing  staffing 
patterns.  A  single  point  of  contact  for  clients  with  the 
agency  nay  not  be  feasible  In  all  Instances. 

-  The  responsibilities  of  the  case  aanager  should  extend 
beyond  the  Halts  of  the  welfare  agency,  encoapaaslng  a 
broad  variety  of  needed  services. 

-  Autonation  Is  necessary  to  sake  case  nanagnent  work,  and 
states  should  be  allowed  sore  flexibility  In  developing 
systena.  The  higher  aatch  for  data  processing  la  lass 
desirable  than  latitude  In  designing  aysteas. 

-  The  additional  responsibilities  of  tho  case  aanager  can 
only  be  assigned  to  tho  eligibility  workers  If  they  are 
relieved  of  other  responsibilities.  Slnpl If Icatlon  of 
eligibility  rules  and  procedures,  as  well  as  Integration  of 
Food  Stanp  with  AFDC  eligibility,  should  accoapany  the 
Increased  responsibilities. 
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-  Stataa  ahould  bo  hold  haraloaa  on  Quality  Control  aanctiona 
for  a  tranaltlonal  parlod. 

Coa&E9S&C-9Qd-S9aSLifiD« 

-  Sarvlco  plan  agraoaonta  ara  aoro  approprlato  than 
contracta.  for  It  la  unlikaly  that  contracta  can  bo 
anforcad. 

-  Stataa  ahould  bo  allowed  flexibility  In  applying  aanctiona, 
olnca  aanctiona  aro  rarely  effective  In  forcing  uneotlvated 
ellenta  to  participate  and  ara  tlae  conaualng  for  workera. 
However,  the  leglaletlon  ahould  contain  provlalona  for 
aanctiona  to  gather  political  aupport. 

-  The  provlalona  of  aorvlca  agreonanta  or  contracta  ahould 
not  be  aubject  to  a  fair  hearing  aince  thla  will  bacona  an 
eacapa  for  uneotlvated  ellenta.  Only  advaraa  actlona 
raaultlng  froa  the  agraeaant  ahould  be  aubject  to  due 
proeeaa. 

-  The  provlalona  of  the  agreeaenta  or  contracta  ahould  not  be 
aubjeet  to  quality  control  review  becauae  aatlafactlon  of 
the  taraa  of  the  agreeaent  by  the  client  or  the  agency  aay 
be  aubjeet  to  varying  Intarpratatlona  and  difficult  to 
define. 

C£99E9S.&tSl9D-l§Silt§ 

■  Stataa  ahould  bo  allowed  diacratlon  to  deaign  aervlce 
prograaa  aultable  for  their  client  populatlona,  econoalea, 
axlatlng  aervlce  networka,  and  available  reaourcaa.  Stataa 
ahould  enter  into  a  contract  with  the  federal  governaent  In 
which  they  define  what  aervlcea  will  be  offered  and  what 
outcoaaa  will  reault. 

*  The  laglalatlon  ahould  require  that  a  ainlaal  aervlce 
prograa  be  developed  and  Include  Incentlvea  for  atatea  to 
develop  a  aoro  coaprehanal va  prograa.  It  ahould  not 
aandate  a  coaprehanal vo  Hat  of  aervlcea. 

-  The  laglalatlon  ahould  clearly  atate  the  goal  of  the 
prograa . 

*  National  perforaance  atandarda  ahould  be  relative,  not 
abaolute.  Stataa  ahould  be  evaluated  in  taraa  of  the  gonla 
aet  In  their  plana  and  their  perforaance  over  tlaa, 
Hlniaal  national  atandarda  of  perforaance  would  not  reflect 
the  dlvaralty  of  either  the  atatea'  welfare  populatlona  or 
their  econoBlaa. 
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Parforaanco  ahould  ba  aaaaurad  in  taraa  of  outcoaaa,  a.g., 
]ob  placaaat)t.a,  not.  alaply  participation. 


fifig£dl!UL&l90-fi<-S«EvLSlR« 

-  Tha  iaad  agancy  at  both  the  atata  and  national  level  ahould 
ba  the  walfara  agency,  not  the  labor  or  aaployaant  agancy. 
Thla  will  aaaura  concantration  of  raaourcea  on  tha  walfara 
raelplant  and  coordination  with  othar  aarvlcaa. 

-  Furthar  danonatration  of  siaplif Icatlon  propoaala  and 

axtanaiva  walvar  authority  ara  nacaaaary  to  allow 

Intagratlon  of  aarvlcaa.  Danonatration  and  walvar 

authority  ahould  axtand  to  the  Food  Stanp  prograa. 


Il£99L-e9BUlttlSD« 

•  Sarvleas  ahould  ba  diraetad  to  thoaa  who  are 

“hard'to-aarva**  but  who  can  banafit  froa  tha  aarvlcaa. 

Thaaa  groupa  ara  defined  in  taraa  of  length  of  tine  on 
walfara  and  unaaployaant. 

-  State  afforta  to  aerva  the  “hard-to-aarva“  ahould  ba 
aaaaurad  by  expenditure  of  funda,  not  nuabara  of 

partlclpanta . 

The  panel  recognized  that  tha  pending  laglalatlon  will  not  aolve 
all  the  problaaa  of  tha  welfare  ayaten,  but  appreciated  that  a  aenoua 
attaapt  la  baing  aada  in  thla  direction.  laplenenting  tha  laglalatlon 
will  provide  a  challenge  to  avaryona  involved. 
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WELFARE  REFORM  DIALOGUE: 

IKPLEMEHTATIOK  AND  OPERATIONAL  FEASIBILITY  ISSUES 
Ix-lD&CS^US&lSQ 

Increased  concern  about,  the  "fealnlzation  of  poverty"  and  the 
large  number  of  poor  children  has  placed  welfare  reform  on  the 
national  agenda  after  e  long  absence.  Policy  makers  have  long  been 
concerned  with  the  failure  of  the  welfare  system  to  solve  problems  of 
poverty,  but  the  conflicting  goals  of  welfare  doomed  past  attempts  st 
reform.  Welfsre  Is  e  paradoxical  network  of  programs  that  alma  to 
provide  sufficient  benefits  to  neat  the  basic  needs  of  the  poor,  yet 
these  benefits  must  be  so  low  that  the  poor  have  a  clear  Interest  In 
leaving  the  systaa.  The  system  attempts  to  encourage  Its  clients  to 
forego  the  security  It  provides. 

In  1907,  new  efforts  at  welfare  reform  have  bean  Introduced  Into 
Congress.  Pending  legislation  proposes  sweeping  changes  In  the 
conceptual  framework,  goals  and  operations  of  the  nation's  primary 
mechanism  for  helping  impoverished  families.  Aid  to  Families  With 
Dependent  Children  (AFDC),  although  states  and  localities  have  tested 
aany  of  the  ideas  Involved.  This  proposed  legislation  will  change  the 
way  aany  local  welfare  departaents  interact  with  their  clients,  will 
change  the  expectations  placed  upon  clients,  and  has  the  potential  for 
changing  the  terms  of  the  existing  partnership  between  states  and  the 
federal  government.  Before  this  legislation  is  enacted.  It  le 
laportant  to  examine  Ita  lapllcations  for  state  and  local  operations. 
This  paper  Identifies  some  Issues  of  operational  feasibility  in  the 
proposed  legislation,  based  on  a  dialogue  between  welfare 
practitioners  and  researchers.  The  dialogue  was  conducted  on  July  21, 
1967,  under  the  sponsorship  of  the  General  Accounting  Office  and  the 
National  Academy  of  Public  Administration  at  the  request  of  the  Senate 
Coaalttae  on  Governmental  Affairs. 

This  paper  Is  divided  Into  four  sections  and  an  Executive 
Summary.  The  Summary  which  precedes  this  Introduction,  Identifies 
lapllcations  for  the  legislation.  Section  1  describes  the  context  for 
welfare  reform,  the  pending  legislation,  and  the  mandate  for  the 
dialogue.  Section  2  explores  Issues  In  the  legislation  affecting 
atate-fedaral  relations.  Section  3  examines  Issues  related  to  service 
delivery  and  client-worker  interactions.  Section  a  discusses  target 
groups  for  the  progr.aa. 

Xxl-CSQlCSl-CSC-VSiCare.BeCorm 

Aid  to  Families  with  Dependent  Children  (AFDC),  the  welfare 
program  under  discussion  In  this  paper,  was  enacted  In  the  Depression 
•a  Title  IV-A  of  the  Social  Security  Act  In  order  to  provide  financial 
assistance  to  children  deprived  of  parental  support  due  to  the  death 
or  disability  of  their  fathers.  Later,  deprivation  of  support  due  to 
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continued  abaenca  or  unaaployaent  (at  state  option)  was  addaa  to  the 
leglalatlon.  providing  support  for  divorced,  separated  and 
never-sarrled  wosen  and  their  children.  The  deprivation  factor  for 
approxlsataly  fiSX  of  AFOC  cases  la  now  continued  absence. 

Several  davelopsents  In  the  1960a  and  1970s  sade  dependence  on 
AFDC  at  odda  with  society's  expectations : 

-  Increased  divorce  and  lllegltleacy  rates  led  to  a  growth 
In  f eaala-headed  households  with  children.  Many  of  these 
wosen  relied  on  AFDC  In  lieu  of  support  fros  the  fathers 
of  their  children. 

-  Increasing  nuabers  of  sothars  whether  single  or 

sarrled  --  entered  the  work  force,  voluntarily  or  because 
of  eeonoBle  necessity.  By  contrast,  sany  Bothers  who 
relied  on  AFDC  did  not  work. 

Analysts  differ  on  whether  the  availability  of  AFDC  led  to  the 
creation  of  feaala*headed  households,  or  whether  the  growth  in  the 
welfare  population  resulted  froB  other  destabllzlng  pressures  on  the 
faally.  However,  the  public  acceptance  of  welfare  has  clearly  changed 
in  reaction  to  the  changed  role  of  women  and  the  cost  of  ADFC  in  a 
tlae  of  federal  budget  deficits.  When  society  considered  that  a 
aether's  first  responsibility  was  to  provide  on-golng  care  and 
supervision  for  her  children,  single  aothera  who  chose  to  stay  hoae 
with  their  children  were  accepted.  But  when  working  and  alddlc-class 
woaen  chose  to  enter  the  labor  force,  the  dependence  of  poor 
non*worklng  aothera  on  public  funda  becaaa  leas  acceptable. 

Welfare  reforaers  traditionally  have  approached  the  problea  fron 
two  directions.  Sobs  sought  to  assure  adequate  benefits,  arguing  that 
people  who  are  lll'fed.  Ill-clothed  or  Ill-housed  will  have  alniaal 
energy  or  Botlvatlon  to  seek  enployBent.  They  argued  that  the 
children  were  the  Innocent  vlctlas  of  their  parents'  poverty. 
Adequate  benefits  were  essential  If  the  children  were  to  become 
healthy  Individuals  able  to  support  theaselves.  This  spproach  sought 
carrots  to  encourage  welfare  Bothers  to  seek  and  obtain  enploynent. 

Others  argued  that  generous  benefits  only  robbed  welfare  mothers 
of  their  motivation.  Recipients  have  no  reason  to  seek  work  when  they 
could  Balntaln  an  adequate  level  of  living  without  work.  They  saw 
poor  children  victimized  in  a  different  way:  lacking  role  models  of 
responsible  working  family  aeabers.  Rather  than  carrots,  this 
approach  sought  sticks  to  force  fathers  to  support  their  children  and 
Bothers  to  becoae  self-sufficient. 

As  a  result,  past  efforts  at  coaprehenal ve  welfare  reform 
failed.  Add-ons  to  the  welfare  system  such  aa  the  Work  Incentive 
Program  (WIN)  and  the  Chile  Support  Enforceaent  (CSE)  prograa  sought 
to  reduce  dependence  and  government  expenditures;  and  eligibility 
rules  ware  refined,  making  it  either  easier  or  harder  for  a  family  to 
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qualify,  depending  on  the  philosophy  of  the  doelnent  political  force 
at  the  tlae. 

In  the  1980s  the  cllaate  for  welfare  reform  has  changed.  Recent 
research  on  the  welfare  dependency,  teen  pregnancy,  and  faarly 
structure  has  led  to  a  reexaalnatlon  of  the  basic  tenants  underlying 
the  AFDC  prograa.  The  alaralng  rate  of  poverty  asong  children  has 
convinced  aany  that  the  current  welfare  systes  Is  not  adequately 
serving  the  needy  and  must  be  changed. 

The  current  Interest  In  welfare  refers  can  be  traced  to  President 
Reagan's  State  of  the  Union  Address  In  1986,  when  he  asked  the 
Doaestle  Policy  Council  to  evaluate  the  welfare  syatca  and  propose 
changes.  Hiatruatful  of  the  expected  outcose  of  this  evaluation, 
other  pollcy-aakers  In  the  welfare  network  initiated  their  own 
evaluations  and  racossendatlons  for  refora.  The  American  Public 
Welfare  Association,  which  represents  the  nation's  state  and  local 
welfare  administrators,  the  National  Governors'  Association,  and 
others  have  presented  proposals  for  welfare  reform.  To  the  surprise 
of  many,  a  consanaua  has  emerged.  The  legislation  recently  Introduced 
in  Congress  reflects  this  consensus. 

li.2.£fOS!iC9-S.fi9i§lR&iSD 

Legislation  had  been  Introduced  into  both  the  Houae  of 
Rapreaentatlvas  and  the  Senate  to  refora  substantially  the  AFDC 
program.  The  proposed  legislation  In  both  houses  will  replace  the 
AFDC  program  with  a  different  mechanism. 

-  H.R.  1720,  the  Faslly  Welfare  Reform  Act  of  1987,  was 

approved  by  the  House  Ways  and  Means  Committee  on  June  11, 

1987. 

-  Substitute  amendments  to  H.R.  1720  were  offered  by  the 

House  Education  and  Labor  Committee  on  July  16. 

S.  ISll,  the  Family  Security  Act  of  1987,  was  Introduced 

Into  the  Senate  Finance  Committee  on  July  21,  1987 

The  discussion  of  these  proposels  reflects  their  status  as  of  July  21, 
1987,  the  data  of  the  welfare  reform  dialogue. 

lbl__E*ali2__Wslf*Ee_Reform_Act_of_1987  (H.R.  1720)  -  Ways  and 

BaaSfi.VfCslsO 

H.R.  1720  would  replace  AFDC  with  a  Family  Support  Program  (FSP) 
which  considers  the  family  as  Its  own  source  of  support  through  work, 
payment  of  child  support,  and  need-based  support  supplements  when 
"•cesssry.  The  bill  establishes  a  National  Education,  Training  and 
Work  (NETWork)  Program  which  would  provide  education,  training  and 
work  experience  for  edult  recipients  of  assistance.  This  would  be 
operated  by  the  atete  welfare  agency. 
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All  raciplents  aged  16  to  60  would  ba  required  to  participate, 
unleea  they  are  111.  disabled,  pregnant,  reaponslbla  for  the  cars  of  a 
disabled  faally  aesber,  working  full  or  part  tine,  or  live  in  an  area 
where  the  program  la  not  offered.  Parents  of  children  under  three 
years  of  age  are  not  required  to  participate  unless  the  state  provides 
acceptable  Infant  care.  Parents  of  children  aged  three  to  five  are 
required  to  participate  part  tlse.  The  program  la  targeted  at 
families  with  teenage  parents  or  young  adults  who  became  parents  while 
In  their  teens;  families  who  have  received  assistance  continuously  for 
over  two  years;  and  families  with  children  under  six  years  of  age. 
Priority  for  service  would  be  given  to  those  In  the  target  groups  who 
volunteer,  followed  by  those  In  the  target  populations  who  are 
required  to  participate. 

NETWork  Includes  orientation  of  applicants  for  assistance, 
assessment,  case  planning,  case  management  based  on  a  agency-client 
agreesent,  and  a  range  of  activities.  The  bill  contains  a  list  of 
manpower  development  services  states  are  required  to  offer 
participants,  including  the  opportunity  to  obtain  a  high  school 
diploma,  work  supplementation,  comaunlty  work  experience,  and  ;ob 
placesent.  Services  would  be  provided  to  children  to  encourage  them 
to  stay  In  school.  Day  care  and  transportation  to  work  must  also  be 
provided.  Recipients  can  be  sanctioned  for  failure  to  participate  by 
loss  of  benefits. 

The  federal  government  would  pay  65X  of  the  cost  of  education  and 
training  services,  and  SOX  of  the  cost  of  administration  and  case 
management. 

Eligibility  for  Hedlcald  would  be  extended  for  six  months  after  a 
faally  left  the  FSP  program  as  a  transition  Into  the  world  of  work. 

The  bill  contains  amendments  to  the  Child  Support  Enforcesent 
Program  designed  to  strengthen  the  program.  Impose  uniform  guidelines 
for  court  orders,  encourage  states  to  establish  paternity  even  if  the 
father  la  not  able  to  support  the  child,  and  to  withhold  aupport 
payments  from  wages.  The  bill  also  contains  provisions  requiring  most 
teenage  parents  to  live  with  their  own  parents  or  guardians  and 
requires  states  to  provide  assistance  to  two  pai ent-f as l 1 lea 
(AfOC-UP).  Higher  federal  financial  participation  (FTP)  for  benefit 
Increaaes  would  encourage  atatas  to  Increase  their  grant  amounts. 

The_Educatlon_snd_taggr_yeE8lon_of  _HiRj.  _i72B 

The  House  Education  and  Labor  Committee  offered  amendments  in  the 
form  of  a  substitute  to  the  Ways  and  Haans  bill,  renaming  NETWork  the 
Fair  Work  Opportunities  Program  (FWOP;  and  placing  it  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of  Labor.  The  governor  of  each  state 
would  have  the  option  of  placing  the  program  in  the  welfare 
department,  the  employment  service  agency,  or  another  agency.  FwOP  is 
considered  to  be  a  replacement  for  WIN.  Another  significant  difference 
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between  FUOP  snd  NETWork  la  that,  under  FWOP  the  state  Bust  assure 
appropriate  care  for  the  children  oi  participants  up  to  age  14.  FWOP 
ellalnatea  the  coaaunlty  work  experience  option,  and  provides 
subsidized  jobs  for  recipients  unable  to  find  regular  work. 

It!S-ESSilX_Secu£l£y_AEt_(S^_15m 

The  Fanlly  Security  Act  replaces  AFDC  with  new  provisions  for 
child  support  that  stress  faally  end  coanunity  obligation,  enforce  the 
principle  thet  child  support  la  first  the  responsibility  of  parents 
and  that  the  coaaunlty  has  the  obligation  to  enable  the  perenta  to 
seat  their  responsibility  through  expanded  opportunities  In  education 
and  training.  If  fasllles  ere  unable  to  support  their  children,  they 
say  receive  child  support  suppleaents  (CSS>,  which  would  replace  AFDC 
paysents. 

The  eaphaals  of  the  Faally  Security  Act  la  on  child  support 
enforceaent.  Various  aaendaenta  to  the  current  legislation  strengthen 
the  states'  ability  to  collect  child  support  paysents  through  wage 
withholding,  establishing  paternity,  and  Increased  autoaatlon  of  the 
prograa.  These  provisions  ere  slallar  to  those  in  H.R.  nuo. 

The  bill  also  establishes  a  Job  Opportunities  and  Basie  Skills 
<JOBS)  prograa  adalnlatered  by  the  state  welfare  agency.  States  would 
design  their  own  JOBS  prograa  and  could  Include  a  variety  of 
education,  training  and  work  requlreaenta .  All  recipients  of  CSS 
payaents  would  be  required  to  pertlclpate  unless  they  were  111, 
Incapacitated,  or  advanced  ege,  needed  to  care  for  an  Incapacitated 
faally  aeaber  or  a  child  under  age  three,  work  over  30  hours  a  week, 
under  16  and  in  school,  pregnant,  or  live  In  an  area  where  the  prograa 
la  not  available.  Parents  of  children  aged  three  to  six  and  secondary 
wage  earners  would  only  be  required  to  participate  part  tine.  Abaent 
fathers  not  able  to  aeet  children  support  obligations  could  be 
required  to  participate  In  the  prograa  as  well. 

While  the  bill  does  not  establish  priorities  for  services,  it 
does  discourage  states  froa  concentrating  services  on  the  aost 
eaployabla.  States  would  earn  a  higher  rate  of  FFP  If  60x  of  the 
state's  expenditures  under  the  prograa  are  used  to  serve  Individuals 
who  have  received  CSS  payaents  for  30  out  of  the  past  60  aonths. 
parents  under  age  22  who  heve  not  earned  a  high  school  dlploaa,  or  are 
uneaployed . 

States  would  have  flexibility  In  designing  their  prograaa.  They 
would  be  required  to  aaaesa  each  faaily'a  clrcuastancea  and  develop  an 
aaployablllty  plan.  They  aay  require  Individuals  to  enter  Into  a 
contract  with  the  state  agency,  and  they  aay  provide  case  aanageaent. 
The  prograa  aay  include  any  of  a  nuaber  of  services,  but  the  only 
required  service  la  education  for  parents  under  age  22  who  heve  not 
earned  a  high  school  dlploaa.  States  are  authorized  to  offer  work 
auppleaantatlon  and  coaaunlty  work  experience.  The  state  aay  sanction 
individuals  who  do  not  participate  in  the  prograa  by  reaoving  then 


Page  24 


GAO/HRD^ASS  Welfare  Reform  Propoasla 


Appendix  n 

Letter  and  National  Academy  of  Public 
Adminiatration  Panel  Report  Entitled 
“Welfare  Reform  Dialogue:  Implementation 
and  Operational  Feasibility  Issues” 


froa  the  CSS  grant. 

Hadlcaid  and  child  cars  asalatance  ara  extended  to  faallles  for 
nine  aontha  after  they  earn  their  way  off  the  CSS  program.  In 
addition,  the  Earned  Incoae  Tax  Credit  la  adjusted  to  take  into 
account  family  alze  and  to  offset  the  coat  of  social  security  taxes. 

Tha  bill  requires  thst  most  teen  parents  live  with  their  own 
parents  and  that  CSS  grants  ba  paid  to  teen's  parent  or  guardian. 
States  are  also  required  to  offer  the  program  to  two  parent  faalllea 
where  children  are  deprived  of  parental  support  due  to  unemployment  of 
the  principal  wage  earner  (AFDC-UP) . 

State  ara  required  to  reevaluate  their  benefit  lavels  every  five 

years. 

Tha  bill  also  authorizes  a  wide  variety  of  demonstration  projects 
to  test  Innovative  approaches  to  welfare  and  work  transitions.  The 
Secretary  of  OKHS  la  euthorlzad  to  grant  waivers  of  regulations 
affecting  any  program  authorized  by  Title  IV  of  the  Social  Security 
Act,  including  welfare,  child  support  cnforeeaent,  work  prograas  and 
child  welfare,  foster  care  and  adoption,  as  well  as  Title  XX,  the 
Social  Services  Block  Grant. 

While  H.R.  1720  and  S.  ISII  differ  In  Isportant  ways,  they  both 
would  lapact  substantially  on  the  way  payments  and  services  are 
provided  to  welfare  recipients.  Tha  bills  only  will  be  effective  in 
reducing  welfare  dependency  If  local  operations  change  substantial ly . 
For  that  reason,  questions  have  been  raised  about  whether  the  changes 
envisioned  In  these  bills  are  feasible. 

1^3 _ Weifacs _ Bef Srm_gla lggue_on_ImpleBentatlon__and__Ogerat lona 1 

Feasibility 

Tha  Senate  Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs  chaired  by  Senator 
John  Glenn  has  tackled  the  question  of  operational  feaslbllty  of  the 
welfare  reform  proposals.  In  a  letter  to  Charles  Bowsher,  Comptroller 
General  of  tha  United  States,  Senator  Glenn  wrote; 

In  order  to  Improve  the  probabilities  of  successful 
Implementation,  It  Is  also  crucial  that  Congress  consider 
the  administrative  aspects  of  welfare  reform  before  the 
final  legislation  passes.  Toward  that  and,  the  Governmental 
Affairs  Committee  Is  considering  possible  legislative 
changes  which  might  Improve  welfare  workability  In  advance 
of  Congressional  passage. 

Senator  Glenn  went  on  to  Identify  four  areas  of  particular 
concern  to  tha  Committee: 

-  Improved  case  management,  "ncludlng  automated  systems; 
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-  Uaa  of  contracta  between  welfare  agencies  and  recipients; 

-  Coordination  of  services  for  both  mandatory  and  voluntary 
recipients;  and 


1 

-  Development  of  target  populations  of  recipients. 

Senator  Glenn  asked  the  GAO  to  convene  two  panels  of  experts  to 
examine  the  workability  aspects  of  welfare  reform.  He  asked  that  one 
panel  consider  the  Issue  from  the  standpoint  of  state  and  local 
agencies;  the  other  would  consider  It  from  the  federal  viewpoint.  He 
also  asked  that  the  GAO  prepare  a  report  distilling  past  GAO  studies 
related  to  welfare  reform  and  other  research  related  to  these  Issues. 

In  response  the  GAO  requested  the  asslstsnce  of  the  National 
Academy  of  Public  Administration  (NAPA)  to  arrange  a  one-day 
conference  of  experts  co-chalred  by  GAO  and  NAPA  staff.  The  GAO 
prepared  an  Issue  statement  for  the  meeting  which  Identified  key 
questions  regarding  case  aanegeaent,  coordination  of  services, 
client/agency  contracts,  and  target  populations.  This  statement  la 
shown  In  Attachment  I. 

The  panel  convened  by  NAPA  consisted  of  twelve  Individuals  with 
substantial  experience  in  welfare  management  and  evaluation: 

-  Two  local  welfare  administrators  with  experience  in  case 
management  end  work  programs  demonstrations; 

-  Two  state  welfare  administrators,  one  from  a  state  with  an 
Innovative  work/welfare  program;  the  other  from  a  state 
with  a  service  Integration  demonstration; 

-  Four  experienced  welfare  evaluators  representing  ma)or 
research  and  evaluation  organizations; 

One  academic  researcher  with  considerable  knowledge  in 
service  Integration  and  welfare  administration; 

-  Two  representatives  of  the  National  Governors'  Association; 
and 

A  representative  of  the  GAO  Cash  Welfare  Group. 

Staff  from  the  Senate  Governmental  Affairs  Committee  and  other  GAO 
staff  observed  the  dlacuaslon.  Attachment  II  la  a  complete  list  of 
participants. 


Letter  from  Senator  John  Glenn  to  The  Honorable  Charles 
Bowsher,  July  7,  1967, 
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Tha  panel  net  for  five  houra  on  July  21,  1987,  for  a 
fraa-whaellng  dlacuaalon  of  tha  toplca  raiaad  by  Senator  Glenn  and 
other  toplca  of  concern  to  the  panellata.  Many  of  the  laauea  ralaed 
ware  not  apeclflc  to  tha  pending  legialatlon,  but  alao  affect  welfare 
aanageaant  under  currant  leglalatlon.  The  panel  eeabera  did  not  Halt 
thenaalvea  to  lapleaentetlon  and  operational  feaalbillty  concerna,  but 
addraaaed  laauea  of  prograe  dealgn  aa  well.  Not  all  toplca  were  fully 
dlacuaaed  and  no  atteapt  to  reach  a  conaenaua  waa  aade.  Tha 
dlacuaalon  waa  characterized  by  the  abaence  of  dlaagreeaent,  rather 
than  by  foraal  agreeeaent. 

Thla  paper  reporta  on  tha  coaaanta  of  the  panellata,  alngly  or 
collectively.  Unleaa  otherwlaa  noted,  the  atateaanta  cited  reflect 
the  vlewa  of  one  or  aeveral  panellata  to  which  no  objectlona  were 
ralaed.  They  do  not  neceaaary  reflect  the  opinion  of  all  panellata. 

Tha  toplca  dlacuaaed  have  bean  organized  Into  three  broad 
categorlaa:  laauea  of  prograe  dealgn  affecting  atata  and  federal 
relational  thoae  affecting  worker  interaction  with  cllenta;  and  thoae 
relating  to  the  target  groupa  aerved.  The  Executive  Suaaary,  which 
precedaa  tha  dlacuaalon  of  laauea,  Identlflea  tha  lapllcatlona  of  the 
dlacuaalon  for  leglalatlon. 
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2i_PrograB_p«algn_ I asugs_A££ecting_St ate/ Federal 
5SiS£iSDS!liC§ 

AFOC  la  currently  operated  ^olnfly  by  the  atatea  and  the  federal 
governaent  with  each  party  contributing  a  share  of  the  cost.  The 
federal  governaent  contributes  to  the  cost  of  the  prograa  as  long  as 
atatea  follow  federal  rules.  Since  the  proposed  legislation  would 
affect  that  partnerahip>  the  welfare  refora  lapleaentatlon  dialogue 
considered  several  aspects  of  atate/f ederal  relationship  In  design  of 
the  prograa.  Panelists  were  Interested  both  In  the  design  of  an  Ideal 
progras  and  In  the  reality  of  a  prograa  to  be  Isplesented  by  SI 
different  states  and  thousands  of  local  jurisdictions. 

2j.l-S£9£t-&lfS£S£lfiQ 

The  debate  on  federal  prescriptions  versus  state  discretion 
reflected  the  panel's  recognition  that  the  actual  prograa,  once 
lapleaented,  would  result  from  planning  and  operational  decisions  sade 
by  state  and  local  agencies.  Congress  and  the  federal  governaent 
should  recognize  these  practical  llaltations  of  their  power  to  design 
the  prograa.  This  reality  has  both  phlloaoplcal  and  adalnlstratlve 
iBplleatlona.  The  panel's  conclusions  grew  out  of  a  discussion  of 
differences  between  states: 

-  The  Isbor  aarkets  In  the  various  states  cannot  absorb 
welfare  recipients  at  the  saae  rate  because  of  different 
cconoalea. 

-  The  doBlnant  characteristics  of  welfare  recipients  vary  so 
auch  that  soae  states  will  find  It  easier  to  place 
recipients  In  jobs  than  others. 

-  The  capacity  of  state  governaents  to  lapleaent  coaplex 
prograas  differ. 

The  Botlvatlon  of  taxpayers  and  state  governaents  to  fund 
expensive  prograas  differ. 

-  The  adalnlstratlve  structure  In  the  various  states  aeans 
that  federally  prescribed  service  linkages  will  work  In 
soae  states  but  not  in  others. 

The  panel  cited  these  factors  In  arguing  for  bsxIbub  state  discretion 
In  designing  the  wdlf are-to-work  progras  that  is  the  heart  of  welfare 
refors. 

Yet,  at  the  saae  tlae,  panelists  recognized  that  sons  states  need 
federal  prodding  to  do  aore  than  the  alnlaua  required.  They  cited 
certain  poor  Southern  states  which  receive  up  to  7ax  in  FFP  for 
welfare  costs.  The  proposed  legislation  would  provide  only  a  6>0x  or 
6SX  natch  for  the  jobs  prograas.  providing  theae  atatea  with  little 
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incantlva  to  develop  atrong  welfare-to-work  prograea. 

To  Bake  welfare  reforn  work,  the  panel iata  proposed  a  acre 
creative  partnership  between  the  atatea  and  the  federal  governaent. 
They  suggested  that  the  federal  governaent  should  join  with  those 
atatea  that  wanted  an  innovative,  expansive  program  by  providing 
additional  resources  to  enhance  state  funds.  But  they  also  recognized 
that  the  federal  government  must  mandate  a  basic  program,  a  floor 
below  which  states  could  not  fall.  If  states  have  too  many  options, 
the  panelists  said,  some  won't  do  anything,  so  federal  requirements 
are  necessary. 

FroB  the  administrative  perspective,  panelists  recommended  a  high 
degree  of  flexibility  for  the  states.  One  panelist  divided  the 
states'  administrative  capacity  Into  three  tiers:  high,  middle,  and 
low.  The  program  as  Implemented  will  reflect  the  capacity  of  the 
state,  and  even  high  capacity  states  will  have  difficulty  Implementing 
a  program  as  comprehensive  as  the  House  bill  prescribes.  However, 
several  panelists  noted  that  If  a  state  Is  able  to  integrate  the 
program  Into  services  It  already  provides.  It  will  be  more 
successful.  A  atrong  committment  from  the  governor  la  necessary  to 
make  a  croaa-cuttlng  program  like  this  work. 

The  panelists  noted  that  the  Ways  and  Means  version  of  H.R.  1720 
mandates  a  eomprehenalve  list  of  manpower  development  programs  that 
the  atatea  must  provide,  while  S.  1511  only  lists  an  array  of  programs 
that  states  may  provide,  reflecting  the  current  authorization  for  the 
WIN/WIN  Demo  program.  The  Senate  bill  offers  the  states  more  latitude 
In  designing  their  own  programs:  states  can  pick  and  choose  an  array 
of  services.  Each  state  can  design  a  program  that  reflects  its 
aaaesament  of  client  needs,  the  resources  It  la  willing  to  commit,  and 
Its  capacity  to  operate  the  program  In  the  context  of  its 
administrative  structure  and  historical  service  linkages. 

The  panel  recommended  that  the  program  be  designed  to  maximize 
state  flexibility,  avoiding  the  time  consuming  waiver  process.  The 
proposed  legislation  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  federal  cognizant 
agency  (Health  and  Human  Services  (HHS)  In  the  Senate  bill,  either 
Labor  or  HHS  in  the  House  bill),  to  Issue  waivers  to  allow  states 
flexibility  In  program  design.  In  the  Senate  bill,  the  Secretary  la 
authorized  to  Issue  comprehensive  waivers  allowing  the  consolidation 
of  programs.  The  panel  noted  that  a  waiver  authority  Implies  that  a 
norm  exists  and  Innovative  approaches  are  exceptions  to  the  norm.  The 
current  administration  ham  been  reluctant  to  grant  waivers  even  though 
It  has  the  authority  to  do  so. 
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Tho  panel  alao  conaldered  how  an  Ideal  progran  ahould  be 
doalgned,  noting  that  not  all  atate,  and  local  agencies  would  achieve 
tho  Ideal.  While  the  federal  governaent  cannot  mandate  the  Ideal,  the 
loglalatlon  should  assist  state  and  local  agencies  to  move  toward  that 
Ideal . 


Although  both  bills  provide  enhanced  funding  for  manpower 
davelopaent  prograaa  geared  to  AFDC  recipients,  the  panelists  agreed 
that  sore  coaprehenaive  services  were  needed.  The  educational  aysten 
needs  to  be  Involved  to  assure  adequate  preparation  of  young  welfare 
recipients  for  ths  work  force,  and  both  bills  mandate  educational 
opportunities  for  young  parents  without  high  school  degrees.  Social 
service  and  health  prograaa  are  needed  to  address  the  problems  of  teen 
pregnancy.  And  coordination  with  programs  funded  under  the  Job 
Training  and  Partnership  Act  <JTPA>  Is  essential  to  avoid  duplication 
of  effort.  But  would  the  case  management  function  Included  in  the 
welfare  reform  legislation  extend '  beyond  oversight  of  the  employment 
sarvlceaf 


Through  its  attention  to  the  problems  of  teen  pregnancy  and 
education  for  children  receiving  welfare,  the  Senate  bill  emphasized 
preventive  strategies  more  than  the  House  bill.  The  panelists 


eoaaended  this  approach. 


than 

tha 

Houaa 

bill 

in 

two 

waya: 

by 

The  program  could  work  in  two  ways;  by  providing  minimal 
eaployaent  services  such  as  yob  search;  It  could  chip  away  at  the 
welfare  caseload,  helping  those  moat  employable  find  yobs.  Or  through 
coaprehenaive  employment  and  other  services  addressing  a  wide  range  of 
c'lent  problems.  It  could  dig  deeper  into  the  caseload  and  have  a 
mayor  Impact  on  welfare  dependency.  Theae  comprehensive  services 
require  linkages  with  other  service  networks  and  case  management 
extending  beyond  the  scope  of  the  welfare  agency. 


Yet  the  panel  recognized  that  the  federal  governaent  could  not 
mandate  theae  linkages.  Entrenched  power  structures  In  each  state 
mean  that  the  linkages  would  have  to  be  worked  out  in  each  state 
through  negotiation  at  both  the  state  and  local  levels. 


The  problem  for  each  state  would  be  how  to  assure  access  of 
welfare  recipients  to  the  services  provided  through  other  networks. 
JTPA  and  compensatory  education  programs  are  currently  mandated  to 
serve  welfare  recipients,  but  the  panel  doubted  that  thase 
requlraaanta  were  sufficient. 


A  panelist  from  nasaachusetts  described  the  linkage  between  that 
state's  Employment  and  Training  (E.T.>  Progran  and  the  JTPA  and 
eaployaent  service  network.  Under  E.T.,  the  welfare  department 
purchases  services  from  the  eaployaent  agencies  and  la  able  to  mandate 
priority  service  for  welfare  recipients.  E.T.  uses  performance-based 
contracting  which  holds  the  employment  programs  accountable  for 
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aarvica  dallvary  and  auccaaaful  outcoaaa  for  wolfara  recipients. 

The  panel  agreed  that  a  single  point  of  funding  and  a  single 
point  of  accountability  would  be  necessary.  The  lesson  learned  froa 
the  services  integration  deaonatrations  of  the  1970a  was  that  such 
integration  only  occurs  if  there  la  a  single  point  of  funding. 
Locating  reaponalbillty  in  one  place  does  not  mean  that  all  aervicea 
need  to  be  provided  by  one  agency;  various  contracting  aechanlaas  can 
be  used  to  provide  welfare  recipients  access  to  other  prograaa. 

The  panelists  agreed  that  the  single  point  of  accountability  and 
funding  should  be  in  the  welfare  department.  They  noted  that  the 
Senate  bill  and  the  Ways  and  Keans  bill  provided  for  this.  However 
the  Education  and  Labor  aubatitute  would  move  the  jobs  program  froa 
HHS  to  the  Department  of  Labor.  This  version  would  give  governors  the 
option  of  selecting  either  the  welfare  department,  the  employment 
agency,  or  another  agency  aa  the  lead  agency  for  implementing  the 
program,  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor.  However 
the  panelieata  recommended  leadership  by  the  welfare  agency  at  both 
the  national  and  state  levels. 

Several  panelists  noted  that  the  states  are  looking  for  federal 
leadership  on  services  integration.  However  the  states  perceived  the 
overlapping  coamlttee  structure  in  Congress,  where  different 
eonaittaea  have  jurisdiction  over  related  prograaa,  to  be  a  barrier  to 
services  integration.  Another  barrier  was  the  Administration's 
reluctance  to  grant  waivers  allowing  states  to  Integrate  services. 

2s3.EtE£sESSQse-Esess&t&l.scs 

Federal  legislation  authorizing  state  and  locally  operated 
prograaa  presents  an  outline  of  the  program,  but  the  details  of 
progras  operations  reflect  the  vsrlsnces  of  the  agencies  which  deliver 
^ba  services.  The  federal  government  is  limited  in  its  ability  to 
prescribe  operating  policies  end  procedures,  as  the  earlier  discussion 
of  state  discretion  indicated.  However,  it  can  encourage  state  and 
local  agencies  to  provide  better  progress  through  performance 
Bsasuras,  which  reward  or  sanction  agencies  based  on  their 
perforsance.  The  selection  of  performance  measures  should  reflect  the 
goals  of  the  progras  end  consideration  of  what  an  ideal  program  would 
look  like. 

Several  panelists  were  concerned  that  the  welfare  reform 
leglalation  is  baln^  presented  to  the  public  aa  a  solution  to  welfare 
dependency.  The  expectations  for  success  are  high,  but  perforsance 
will  depend  on  the  resources  expanded  and  the  nature  of  the  target 
group  served.  There  was  some  concern  that  with  this  legislation 
welfare  agencies  are  being  "set  up  to  fall". 

Expectations  of  success  sujt  take  into  account  the  varying 
capabilities  of  the  atstea,  the  disadvantages  of  the  target  group  in  a 
competitive  labor  market,  and  the  conflicting  goals  of  intaraat 
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groups. 

Tha  panel  focussed  on  three  issues  related  to  perfornance 
expectations.  How  should  the  goal  o£  the  program  be  defined?  Should 
perforaance  be  aeasured  by  participation  rates  or  outcomes?  Should 
the  states  be  held  to  one  national  standard  of  perforaance? 

CcsaCSS-SsaiSx  Ibe  Senate  and  House  bills  state  as  their  purpose 
that  needy  clients  "obtain  the  education,  training  and  employment  that 
will  help  then  avoid  long-term  welfare  dependency."  The  bills  contain 
a  variety  of  provisions  designed  to: 

-  increase  child  support  payments  by  absent  fathers; 

establish  paternity  for  Illegitimate  children; 

-  assist  welfare  children  to  obtain  a  high  school  diploma; 

-  encourage  teen  parents  to  live  with  their  own  parents; 

-  help  welfare  recipients  to  obtain  education  and  training; 

-  help  welfare  recipients  to  find  jobs; 

-  reduce  the  size  of  welfare  caseloads;  and 

-  assure  adequate  child  care  for  welfare  children. 

One  panelist  pointed  out  that  different  interest  groups 
will  evaluate  the  success  of  the  program  using  different  criteria. 
Some  will  consider  it  e  success  if  it  assists  clients  to  obtain  an 
education,  even  if  they  do  not  get  jobs.  Others  will  evaluate  the 
program  solely  by  its  impact  on  the  welfare  caseload.  Some  will  look 
at  the  impact  of  the  progrse  on  the  children  in  AFDC  households; 
others  at  the  impact  on  parents.  Even  the  stated  goal  of  the  program 
speaks  to  the  process  --  obtaining  education  and  training  --  not  the 
expected  outcomes:  obtaining  jobs,  leaving  AFOC. 

The  panel  urged  that  the  expectations  for  the  program  be  clearly 
defined,  although  it  noted  that  the  ultimate  success  of  the  program 
will  result  from  public  perception,  not  from  formal  evaluation. 

S9E&iSB9tlon_Rs£as_vorgua _ Outcomes^  State  perforaance  could  be 

■••mured  in  two  ways:  participation  of  reclplanta  in  the  program  or 
succesa  of  program  participants  in  finding  jobs  or  leaving  welfare. 
Under  the  WIM  program,  one  measure  of  state  performance  was  the 
P«rc«ntage  of  the  AFDC  caseload  who  participated.  This  encouraged 
■tatea  to  provide  alnlael  service  to  a  large  portion  of  the  caseload, 
rather  than  intensive  service  to  fewer  clients.  One  panelist 
suggasted  that  the  same  thing  would  happen  with  this  program. 

One  panelist  stated  that  all  three  bills  contain  an  unstated  goal 


Page  32 


(iAO  HRIVHAS9  Welfare  Reform  PropomalH 


Appendix  II 

letter  and  National  Academy  of  Public 
Administration  Panel  Report  Entitled 
“Welfare  Reform  Dialogue:  Implementation 
and  Operational  Feasibility  Issues" 


of  lOOX  participation,  slnco  they  do  not  explicitly  authorize  lower 
levels  of  participation.  Panellata  noted  that  participation  ia 
difficult  to  docuaent,  since  individuals  may  not  participate  fully  in 
a  prograa.  Attendance  auat  be  recorded,  and  judgments  made  on 
standards  for  participation.  In  addition,  reporting  on  participation 
by  sub-groups  (e.g.  hard-to-serve  individuals)  is  subject  to 
aanipulatlon . 

While  the  panel  agreed  that  aeasuring  performance  by  outcomes  was 
more  valuable,  they  noted  that  the  succeas  of  clients  in  finding  joba 
la  affected  by  factors  beyond  the  control  of  the  agency,  such  as  the 
labor  market,  or  the  skills  the  clients  bring  into  the  program.  They 
cautioned  against  evaluating  agency  performance  solely  on  outcomes. 

The  solution  the  panel  recommended  was  evaluation  of  agency 
perforsance  based  on  achievement  of  stated  goala.  Each  agency  or 
atata  would  develop  a  plan  for  services  appropriate  to  its  aervlca 
population  and  the  local  economy.  The  plan  would  include  perforsance 
targets,  and  the  agency  would  be  evaluated  on  whether  it  met  Ita 
target. 

discusaion  on  performance  targets  led  to 
a  rejection  of  absolute  national  standards.  Given  the  differences 
aaong  the  states  in  program  deaign,  the  local  economy,  end  the  aervlce 
populatlona,  the  panel  considered  national  standards  as  unworkable. 
The  panel  aald  that  any  national  performance  standards  should  be 
relative  in  terms  of  the  state's  performance  over  tlae,  or  in  relation 
to  the  goals  set  in  its  plan.  This  approach  has  been  uaed  in  Quality 
Control,  and  the  bills  themselves  contain  a  »imj Jar  approach  for  the 
establishment  of  paternity.  The  bills  themselves  do  not  mandate 
national  standards.  Both  House  versions  state  that  performance 
standards  must  reflect  conditions  in  each  state.  The  Senate  bill  does 
not  specify  what  the  standards  should  include. 

2j,4_The_Cgntractlng_Hodei 

The  dlscuasions  of  state  discretion,  comprehensive  services  and 
performance  standards  led  the  panel  to  propose  that  contracting  be 
considered  the  model  for  stste/f ederal  relations.  Under  this  model, 
each  state  would  deaign  a  program  meeting  minimal  federal 
raquiremants .  States  that  wished  to  provide  comprehensive  programs 
could  do  so;  enhanced  FFP  could  be  made  available  for  those  states. 
Each  state  would  present  the  federal  government  with  a  plan  stating 
what  services  would  be  provided  to  which  target  groups,  and  what 
outcomes  would  be  expected.  The  federal  government  would  determine  if 
the  plan  was  adequate,  if  the  program  mat  minimum  requirements,  and  if 
the  performance  targets  were  acceptable.  State  performance  would  be 
evaluated  against  the  plan. 

The  plan  would  be  in  the  fora  of  a  contract  between  the  state  and 
the  federal  government.  This  concept  ia  uaed  in  the  Food  Staap 
employment  program,  where  each  state  is  given  latitude  to  develop  a 


Page  33 


(iAO '  HRD-88-R9  Welfare  Reform  PropoHsls 


Appendix  n 

Letter  and  National  Academy  of  Public 
Administration  Panel  Beport  Entitled 
“Welfare  Reform  Dialogue:  Implementation 
and  Operational  Feasibility  Issues” 


program  which  suits  its  needs. 

Panelists  noted  that  the  contracting  nodal  would  not  facilitate 
an  overall  national  assessment  of  program  performance,  making  it 
difficult  for  Congress  to  evaluate  the  program's  impact.  They  noted 
that  the  more  flexibility  states  are  allowed,  the  more  stringent  the 
evaluation  must  be. 

2i5_Eyaluatlon_Strategles 

In  a  brief  discussion  of  evaluation  strategies,  the  panelists 
recoamendad  a  range  of  evaluation  typologies,  including  process 
evaluations  to  document  what  programs  were  implemented;  descriptive 
evaluation  of  outcomes  to  determine  what  happened;  and  impact 
evaluation  to  determine  why.  If  possible,  control  groups  should  be 
used.  The  practical  problems  of  using  control  groups  were  considered 
more  serious  than  the  ethical  problems.  Hembers  of  the  panel 
disagreed  on  whether  evaluation  should  rely  on  outside  data 
collectors,  or  use  dsts  generated  in  the  course  of  progrsm 
operations.  Panelists  familiar  with  the  CAIN  welf are-to*work  program 
in  California  noted  that  the  automated  case  tracking  necessary  for 
effective  case  management  would  provide  a  wealth  of  data  not  currently 
available. 


pi 
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The  heart  of  tha  welfare  ayatea  la,  of  course,  the  Interaction 
between  the  agency  and  its  clients.  The  services  the  agency  provides 
and  the  reguireaents  that  the  clients  aunt  aeet  in  order  to  receive 
sarvicea  or  aasiatance  dictate  how  the  welfare  systea  actually 
operates.  The  welfare  refora  proposals  would  aake  extensive  changes 
to  this  level  of  operation. 


3il-£S5fi-&9CS3SSSQ& 


Casa  Bsnageaent  has  been  defined  as  “tha 

coordinating  of  tha  aultlpla  social,  health,  education, 
services  necesssry  to  proaote  self-sufficiency  and 
1 


brokering  and 
and  eaployaent 
to  strengthen 


faaily  life."  H.R.  1720  requires  that  “a  aeaber 
staff .. .provide  case  assistance  sarvicea  to  the  faaily; 
assistant  ao  assigned  shall  be  responsible  for  (A) 
brokering,  on  behalf  of  the  faaily,  any  other  services 
needed  to  assure  tha  faslly's  effective  particlpastion , 
the  progress  of  tha  participant,  and  (C)  periodically 
renegotiating  tha  faaily  support  plan  and  the  agency-cl 
as  appropriate.”  S.  ISll  atates  that  the  state  agency 
staff  aeabar  to  provide  case  sanageaent  sarvicea. 


of  tha  agency 
and  the  case 
obtaining  or 
which  Bay  be 
(B>  Bonitoring 
reviewing  and 
lent  agreeaent 
Bay  assign  a 


The  panel  discussed  the  role  of  tha  case  aanager  --  an  agency 
staff  saaber  assigned  to  coordinate  and  aonltor  all  services  to  a 
client  in  soae  detail.  In  this  .context  ease  aanageaent-  is 
significantly  different  froa  the  responsibilities  currently  assigned 
to  welfare  staff  in  aost  statea.  Panelists'  coaaents  about  the 
raaponalbllltics  of  incoac  aalntenance  staff  reflected  a  concern  about 
the  coaplaxlty  of  their  work.  Since  tha  separation  of  services  and 
Incoae  aalntenance  in  the  late  1960a,  eligibility  technicians  have 
been  solely  responsible  for  aonltorlng  clients*  financial  affairs  and 
deterainlng  eligibility  for  assistance.  The  job  has  grown  aore 
coaplex  and  aore  technical  because  of  increased  eaphasls  on  accuracy 
in  deterainlng  eliglblity,  and  coaplicated  eligibility  requireaents 
designed  to  restrict  eligibility  to  the  aost  needy.  Autoaated  Batches 
with  incoae  tax,  uneaployaent  insurance  and  other  data  bases,  work  and 
child  support  enforceaent  requireaents,  as  well  as  changing 
eligibility  rulea  have  doalnated  tha  work  of  the  eligibility 
technician  to  the  exclusion  of  service  provision.  One  panelist 
suggested  that  true  welfare  refora  would  address  the  need  for 
adainlstrativa  aiapl if icatlon  in  the  welfare  systea. 


At  the  saaa  tiae,  tha  social  workers  in  the  welfare  agency  have 


1.  Aaerlcan  Public  Welfare  Association,  QDe_Chii^_in _ CeuCl _ iDYfitiDa 

iD _ BeSE__E92lli«# _ 909 _ IbSiE _ SbildreQi _ i__!39tttEIIsf_I_£e!9ltS9Di . 

Washington,  1967. 
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Bovad  away  froa  t.ha  provision  of  on-golng  services  to  welfare 
recipients.  Child  abuse  and  neglect  and  the  needs  of  the  elderly  have 
deaanded  that  social  service  staff  serve  a  population  other  than  AFDC 
recipients,  according  to  one  panelist. 

Who  Is  going  to  provide  case  sanagementT  In  California,  the 
state  provided  funds  to  establish  a  separate  staff  of  case  aanagera 
for  the  GAIN  program,  allowing  eligibility  workers  to  continue  their 
current  functions.  Panelists  agreed  that  few  states  would  provide 
these  funds,  and  welfare  reform  would  not  be  accepted  by  the  public  If 
It  meant  setting  up  e  new  agency  or  great  expansion  of  the  current  WIN 
or  WIN/Oemo  staff. 

Because  of  funding  constraints,  the  experience  of  Hassachusetts 
In  operating  the  E.T.  program  was  considered  to  be  a  more  likely 
example  for  other  states.  According  to  a  representative  on  the  panel 
from  that  state,  eligibility  workers  were  retrained  and  administrative 
burdens  were  lifted  from  them.  Workers  were  told  that  their  job  was 
to  gat  people  off  welfare,  not  to  get  them  on.  To  Implement  E.T., 
nassachuaatta  reorganized  the  work  of  the  eligibility  worker  to 
simplify  the  paperwork,  automated  many  tasks,  and  set  up  teams  of 
workara.  Including  specialists  In  education,  housing,  and  training.  A 
central  coordinator  worked  with  each  team.  The  monitoring  of  client 
elijlblllty  and  income  requirements  was  limited  to  significant  issues 
and  rule  changes  were  restricted  to  monthly  Issuances.  For  instance, 
workers  were  told  to  do  nothing  about  small  amounts  of  unreported 
Income,  but  only  to  take  action  If  computer  match  reported  that  a 
client  had  a  job.  In  addition,  salaries,  for  workers  were  •increased. 

The  panel  cited  the  Hassachusetts  axperlence,  pointing  out  that 
states  may  have  to  redesign  the  role  of  workers  In  order  to  Implement 
case  management.  The  workers  would  have  to  determine  not  only  If 
clients  were  eligible  for  assistance,  but  why  they  needed  it. 
Retraining  would  be  required.  States  would  have  to  give  a  clear 
message  to  the  workers:  their  job  would  be  to  get  people  off  welfare, 
not  get  than  on.  Currently,  however,  the  emphasis  Is  on  reducing  the 
error  rate,  and  the  panallsts  worried  about  sending  conflicting 
messages  to  the  workers. 

There  Is  a  possibility  that  tha  error  rate  would  go  up  as  workers 
struggled  with  their  new  responsibilities.  States  should  be  held 
harmless  on  error  rates  for  several  years  as  they  Implement  the 
program  and  learn  new  ways  of  operating. 

The  panelists  agreed  that  to  Implement  case  management,  agenclee 
would  have  to  consider  new  staffing  patterns.  Not  all  eligibility 
workers  could  become  case  managers.  The  possibilities  Include:  teams 
of  workers,  various  specialists,  as  well  as  multi-level  staff  with 
lead  workers  and  assistants.  The  legislation  mandating  case 
manegement  should  give  agencies  flexibility  in  assigning  case 
management  responsibilities.  It  may  not  be  poaalble  to  provide 
clients  with  a  single  point  of  contact  In  tha  agency,  since  It  may  be 
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•ora  practical  to  retain  aoaa  ataff  atrlctly  for  eligibility  functlona 
while  othera  aerve  aa  caaa  aanagera  or  coordlnatora,  aa  Haaaachuaetta 
haa  done. 

Caae  aanageaent  ahould  not  be  United  to  thoae  aervlcea  provided 
in  the  wel£are-to-work  prograe,  but  Include  the  ancllllary  aervlcea 
ellenta  often  need,  according  to  aaveral  panellata.  Coordination  of 
houalng,  education,  health  and  other  aervlcea  ahould  be  part  of  the 
caaa  nanager'a  reaponaiblllty . 

3i.i-SSS&£SS&ij.-Ag£SS5SS£5-aDd_ga!is£iSaS 

The  Houea  and  Senate  leglalatlon  atata  that  the  client  aunt  enter 
Into  an  agreeaent  (both  veralona  of  H.R.  1720)  or  a  contract  (S.  ISll) 
with  the  agency  obligating  the  client  to  participate  In  work  or 
training  actlvltlea  and  allowing  atatea  to  aanctlon  ellenta  who  fall 
to  participate  In  the  prograa.  Agenclea  are  obligated  to  provide 
child  care  and  other  aupportlve  aervlcea  which  enable  the  client  to 
participate.  Under  all  veralona  the  teraa  of  the  contract  or 
agreeaent  are  aubject  to  fair  hearlnga. 

While  the  panellata  agreed  with  the  concept  of  an  agreeaent 
between  the  client  and  the  agency,  they  differed  on  whether  It  ahould 
be  taraed  a  contract.  The  agreeaent  would  clarify  what  the  agency 
expected  of  the  client  and  reorient  the  agency  alaalon  toward 
“diacharge  planning*'.  The  agreeaent  would  aet  a  plan  for  the  client, 
and  apcclfy  how  welfare  payaenta  fit  into  the  cllent'a  overall  goal. 
The  panel  queatloned  if  "contract"  waa  a.aeaningful  tern,  particularly 
alnce  there  are  no  aanctlona  egalnat  the  agency,  and  aone  queation 
whether  the  agency  could  enforce  the  teraa  of  the  contract.  The  teraa 
of  the  agreeaent  —  auch  aa  parental  aonitorlng  of  children'a  achool 
performance  --  aay  be  difficult  to  define  and  monitor.  The  California 
CAIH  program  uaea  contracta,  but  their  validity  haa  not  been  teated  in 
court.  In  Haaaachuaetta,  agreeaenta  are  uaed.  One  panellat  wondered 
if  aanctlona  would  be  enforceable  without  a  contract,  although  the  WIN 
and  Child  Support  Enforcement  (CSE>  programa  currently  contain 
provlalona  for  aanctlona. 

The  panel  recognized  that,  baaed  on  current  practice,  aanctlona 
would  be  applied  aparlngly  under  any  agreement  or  contract. 
Sanctlona,  auch  aa  thoae  currently  uaed  agalnat  ellenta  who  fall  to 
cooperate  with  WIN  or  CSE  requlrementa ,  are  tlae-conaualng  for 
workera,  and  divert  worker  time  from  helping  motivated  ellenta.  They 
reault  In  little  pay-off  through  forcing  unmotivated  ellenta  to 
participate.  A  panellat  from  California  noted  that  famlllea  denied 
aaaiatance  for  failure  to  participate  In  the  work  prograa  would  bo 
eligible  for  the  atate'a  general  relief  progaa.  Sanctlona  were 
eonaiderad  more  Important  for  gaining  political  aupport  for  the 
program  than  for  aaaurlng  the  participation  of  unmotivated  ellenta. 
The  dollar  value  of  the  aanctlon  waa  rarely  high  enough  to  force 
unwilling  ellenta  to  participate.  It  waa  noted  that  aanctlona  could 
not  be  applied  to  ellenta  who  volunteer  to  participate. 
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Tha  panel  agreed  that  the  taraa  o£  tho  agrcamant  or  contract 
should  not  ba  subject  to  fair  hearing.  In  both  California  and 
Haaaachuaatta  welfare  advocacy  groups  have  Instructed  clients  on  how 
to  avoid  prograa  participation  phlle  retaining  eligibility  for 
aaslatance.  and  how  to  tie  up  tha  process  with  appeals.  Any  adverse 
action  resulting  froa  tha  client's  failure  to  participate  should,  of 
course,  be  subject  to  due  process. 


The  panel  concluded  that  service  agreeaenta  would  be  aore 
effective  In  dealing  with  clients,  but  an  enforceable  contract  with 
sanctions  would  be  aore  politically  attractive.  The  legislation  would 
have  to  be  written  with  enough  flexibility  to  gain  political  support 
while  allowing  states  to  choose  the  aoat  effective  way  of  lapleaentlng 
it.  States  should  be  given  the  option  of  laposlng  sanctions,  but  not 
bo  required  to  do  so. 


Tha  panel  considered  tha  lapact  of  agreeaenta  or  contracts  on  the 
Quality  Control  (OC)  aechanisa,  and  concluded  that  the  effect  would  be 
dlsaatarous.  If  QC  reviewers  atteaptcd  to  sonltor  the  agreeaenta, 
they  ware  likely  to  find  a  great  of  nuabar  errors  and  discrepancies. 
In  aany  cases.  It  would  not  be  clear  whether  either  the  client  or  tha 
agency  had  fulfilled  the  tersa  of  the  contract.  Questions  of  client 
attendance  at  training  prograas  or  agency  provision  of  child  care  that 
the  client  considered  acceptable,  are  subject  to  Interpretation  and 
difficult  for  reviewers  to  define.  Therefore,  the  panel  concluded  tha 
iapleaentatlon  of  the  contract  should  not  ba  subject  to  QC  review. 
The  prograa  should  be  considered  a  service  and  not  a  condition  for 
eligibility  subject  to  OC  aonitorlng. 


2^3_/)dslCia&Cgtlys_SLne^L£LE9tioc 


Since  case  aanageaent  would  Increase  the  workers'  responsibility, 
it  would  ba  necessary  to  amplify  their  current  work.  The  proposed 
legislation  does  not  address  the  adalnlstrative  requireaents  of 
eligibility  for  AFOC,  Food  Staaps  and  Medicaid.  The  Implied 
expectation  la  that  agencies  will  maintain  the  strict  application  of 
those  rules  necessary  to  keep  error  rates  down  at  tha  sane  time  as 
they  reorient  their  delivery  systems  to  provloa  case  management  and 
family-oriented  welf are-to-work  prograas.  A  panelist  from 
Hsssachusetts  noted  that  while  the  Regional  Office  of  HHS,  which 
administers  AFOC,  has  been  ayspathlc  to  the  changes  that  the  state  has 
made  In  tha  eligibility  process,  the  Food  and  Nutrition  Service  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  which  administers  Food  Stamps,  has  not. 


By  way  of  example,  local  administrators  on  the  panel  cited  the 
number  of  rule  changes  issued  by  their  state  agencies  In  one  year, 
reflecting  technical  changes  in  federal  or  state  eligibility 
rsqulramants .  In  Virginia  346  changes  were  issued  in  one  year,  the 
number  In  California  was  approximately  1000.  All  of  these  changes 
needed  to  be  explained  to  workers  and  filed  in  program  manuals.  In 
Implementing  E.T.,  Massachusetts  developed  a  policy  of  laaulng  policy 
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changes  only  once  a  aonth. 


The  panel  also  considered  autoaation  to  be  necessary  if  case 
aanagemant  were  to  be  effective.  Autosated  aysteas  are  needed  not 
only  to  slspllfy  the  workers"  reaponalbl 1 Itlea  In  deterslnlng 
eligibility,  but  also  for  tracking  cases,  sonltorlng  client 
participation,  and  Informing  workers  of  available  service  resources 
for  clients. 

Currently  50*  of  state  and  local  expenditures  for  program 
administration  are  relnburaed  by  the  federal  governement.  States  and 
localities  can  obtain  90*  reimbursement  for  data  processing  equipment 
or  software  If  they  have  approval  from  the  federal  government  in 
advance.  To  earn  this  higher  matching,  rate  states  must  submit 
advanced  planning  documents  which  detail  the  proposed  plan  and  provide 
cost/benefit  justification.  State  and  local  administrators  on  the 
panel  agreed  that  these  requirements  present  serious  barriers  to  the 
development  of  efficient  aysteas  which  meet  the  needs  of  the  state  or 
local  agency  because  they  are  too  stringent  and  require  too  much 
advance  documentation. 

The  panelists  noted  that  the  data  processing  market  has  changed 
considerably  since  the  laws  and  regulations  were  written  and  charged 
that  federal  requirements  were  out  of  date.  Hardware  la  less 
expansive,  and  pre-packaged  aottuarB  la  eaalXy  available.  The  celling 
on  data  processing  expenses  which  a  state  or  local  agency  can  spend 
without  federal  approval  Is  far  too  low  and  therefore  serves  as  a 
constraint.  Ironically,  it  Is  now  easier  for  state  or  local  agencies 
to  Invest  In  expensive  staff  than  to  purchase  a  cost-effective  data 
processing  system.  One  panelist  complained  that  If  an  agency 
purchases  an  Interim  system  using  micro-computers.  It  finds  It  more 
difficult  to  justify  Its  plans  for  a  more  efficient,  more 
comprehensive  system,  since  the  federal  government  will  consider  the 
Interim  system  as  sufficient. 

State  and  local  officials  on  the  panel  unanimously  agreed  that 
they  would  forego  the  90*  FFP  available  for  data  processing  systems  in 
favor  of  more  flexibility  in  designing  and  purchasing  data  processing 
equipment.  Data  processing  should  be  considered  not  as  a  special 
Item,  but  on  the  same  level  as  staff,  equipment,  and  other  expenses 
reimbursed  at  50*  FFP. 

Panelists  recognized  that  the  federal  government  had  an  interest 
In  assuring  comparability  In  data  systems  across  state  lines,  but 
pointed  out  that  modern  developments  In  software  design  allowed 
different  aysteas  to  talk  to  each  other.  They  did  not  endorae  federal 
efforts  to  develop  national  software  packages  or  to  promote  transfer 
of  technology  across  stats  lines,  since  each  state  system  would  have 
to  Interface  with  other  systems  currently  In  use  In  the  state,  such  as 
accounting,  budget  and  persoi.nel  management,  or  Medicaid  information 
ayateaa . 
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The  proposed  legislation  does  not  address  specifically  the 
overall  federal  regulrenenta  for  data  processing  syatena.  One  section 
of  S.  ISll  contains  provisions  requiring  data  processing  systems  for 
child  support  enforceaent.  There  arc  no  alsilar  provisions  in  H.h. 
1720. 

The  panel  also  suggested  that  a  careful  exaaination  of  current 
eligibility  requirements  be  undertaken  relative  to  the  new  case 
aanageaent  systen.  Would  the  regular  monthly  reporting  required  of 
employed  recipients  still  be  necessary  if  the  case  manager  saw  the 
client  every  month? 

Another  issue  the  panel  discussed  was  integration  of  eligibility 
requlreaenta,  particularly  in  relation  to  Food  Stamps.  The  proposed 
leglatation  does  not  address  the  issue  of  differing  ellglbllty 
requirements,  and  even  the  demonstration  projects  authorized  in  the 
legislation  do  not  include  integration  with  Food  Stamps.  The  panel 
recognized  that  this  was  beyond  the  scope  of  the  legislation  but  noted 
that  integration  would  contribute  to  the  work  simplification  that 
would  be  necessary  to  Implement  case  management.  One  member  of  the 
panel  pointed  out  that  experiments  in  services  integration  were  tried 
in  the  lS70a,  but  very  little  came  of  them.  Few  state  or  local 
agencies  made  use  of  what  was  learned  from  those  experiments.  A  GAO 
survey  of  state  views  on  services  integration  found  that  states  do  not 
beliave  they  have  the  authority  to  integrate  services  and  are  looking 
for  federal  leadership.  The  panel  was  unsure  of  whether  states 
currently  had  the  tools  to  integrate  aervlces,  or  whether  integration 
at  the  federal  level  ••  particularly  in  the  Congressional  committee 
structure  *■  was  a  necessary  precursor. 
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The  AFDC  population  la  not  hoaogeneoua.  Recent  research  haa 
shown  that  the  aajority  o£  faelllea  who  get  on  AFDC  go  off  within  two 
years;  only  about  a  quarter  of  new  entrants  Into  the  prograa  reaain 
dependent  for  long  periods  of  tlse.  Women  who  go  on  AFDC  because  they 
lose  their  jobs  are  apt  to  go  off  because  they  find  new  jobs.  For 
these  women,  AFDC  Is  a  short-term  emergency  service  to  assist  during  a 
transitional  period.  Women  who  go  on  AFDC  after  the  break-up  of  a 
marriage  or  the  birth  of  a  child  are  apt  to  rely  on  AFDC  for  longer 
periods  of  time.  Given  limited  resources,  the  welf are-to-work  prograa 
should  be  targeted  at  selected  subpopulations  within  the  AFDC 
caseload. 


ixl_SSifiS&lQ9-&!ie_Ta£get_6{;QUB 


Inherent  to  the  design  of  a  cost-ef factl vs  wolf are-to-work 
program  Is  tha  selection  of  the  target  group  to  be  served.  Woman  with 
work  experlanca  and  a  hlgh-school  education  need  minimal  service  to 
find  aaployaant.  These  women  are  already  oriented  to  the  world  of 
work  and  are  motivated  to  find  employment.  An  employment  program  can 
demonstrate  good  results  by  providing  job  search  assistance  to  these 
clients  at  minimal  cost.  However,  it  Is  likely  that  many  of  these 
clients  would  find  employment  without  the  services  of  the  employment 
prograa.  Eaployaant  programs  which  concentrate  on  services  to  the 
most  job-raady  have  been  criticized  for  "creaming”. 


Evaluations  of  employment  programs  by  the  Hanpower  Demonstration 
Research  Corporation  (HDRC)  have  suggested  that  tha  AFDC  population 
consists  of  three  groups: 


those  who  can  find  employment 
assistance: 


ilnlmal  or  no 


-  those  who  can  find  employment  after  receiving  Intensive 
services;  and 


-  those  who  are  unlikely  to  find  employment  even  with 
Intensive  services. 


HDRC  has  found  that  employment  programs  have  tha  greatest  Impact 
on  tha  middle  group  and  that  a  cost-effective  prograa  would  be 
directed  at  this  group,  the  largest  of  tha  three.  A  successful 
walfara-to-work  program  directed  at  this  group  could  make  substantial 
In-roads  Into  tha  welfare  population,  while  a  simpler  program  could 
chip  away  at  tha  caseload  by  helping  the  first  group. 


Tha  HDRC  research  suggests  that  previous  work  history  and  time  on 
welfare  are  the  beat  Indicators  of  which  group  any  Individual  falls 
Into.  The  panel  noted  this  but  did  not  develop  a  definition  of 
priority  target  groups. 
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The  Ways  and  Haana  version  of  H.R.  1720  specifies  the  following 
priority  groups  for  the  NETUork  serwlceaj 

teenaged  parents,  or  parents  who  were  teens  when  their 
first  child  was  born; 

faallles  which  have  received  assistance  for  two  or  sore 
years:  and 

-  fanlliee  with  one  child  under  six  years  of  age. 

Perforeance  standards  would  be  set  to  aeasure  the  participation 
of  these  groups  and  fasllies  with  older  children  --  those  who  will 
lose  their  eligibility  for  eeslstance  within  two  years  because  of  the 
nsturstlon  of  the  youngest  child  --  In  the  program . 

The  Education  and  Labor  version  states  that  special  efforts  ba 
sade  to  servo  these  and  one  other  group:  parents  who  have  been 
unenployed  for  one  yeer  or  who  lack  a  high  school  diploma.  A 
different  section  of  the  bill  sets  incentives  for  states  to  serve 
those  who  have  been  on  welfare  for  two  or  more  years  and  single 
parents  lacking  substantial  work  experience.  These  groups  are 
consistent  with  the  KDRC  findings. 

8.1S11  ssslgns  priority  to  the  following  groups: 

-  fasllies  which  have  received  assistance  for  30  out  of  the 
past  60  months: 

-  parents  under  age  22  who  have  not  completed  high  school: 


-  unemployed  parents. 

The  panel  commented  that,  in  comparison  with  the  JTPA  service 
population,  all  AFDC  recipients  could  be  considered  "hard-to-serve" . 
The  bills  require  emphasis  on  the  least  ^ob-resdy  who  require  greeted 
investment  of  public  reeources.  Yet  to  meet  public  and  political 
expectations  for  reduced  welfare  dependency,  agencies  nay  be  tempted 
to  concentrate  services  on  the  those  who  are  more  job  ready. 

lx2.l0&SCliliSt-8QS-5SS!i5tQ&S^LSQ 

The  bills  differ  significantly  In  the  way  they  deal  with 
Incentives  provided  for  serving  the  "hard-to-serve".  The  Education  and 
Labor  version  of  H.R.  1720  sandstes  that  states  make  special  efforts 
to  serve  such  groups,  and  that  priority  for  service  ba  given  to  those 
who  actively  seek  to  participate  In  the  program.  In  addition, 
performance  standards  will  be  set  by  the  federal  government  that  will 
provide  Incentives  for  states  to  serve  the  "most  disadvantaged 
eligible  participants,  with  special  emphasis  on  (A)  those  who  have  a 
history  of  two  or  more  years  of  welfare  dependency,  and  (B)  single 
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paranta  lacking  substantial  work  axperlanca.*' 

By  contrast,  S.  1511  doas  not  daflna  priority  groups  or  sat 
parforsanca  standards  for  tha  groups  aarvad.  Panallsts  notad  that 
this  bill  aaraly  contains  "non-craaalng"  provisions  that  provlda  a 
hlghar  natch  for  atatas  which  usa  ovar  BOX  of  thalr  funds  to  sarva  tha 
“hard-to-sarva". 

Tha  panal  aupportad  tha  Sanata's  aathod  of  aaasurlng  state 
efforts  to  sarva  tha  ‘'hard-to~sarva“  by  using  axpandlturas,  not  by 
nuabara  of  participants  or  nassuras  of  attandanca.  It  notad  that 
alnca  welfare  populations  differ  In  tarn  of  tha  proportion  of  those 
who  ara  hard-to-aarva,  unlforn  national  parforaanca  standards  would  be 
difficult  to  davalop  and  difficult  to  apply  fairly.  Further,  under 
tha  Senate  approach,  a  state  could  provide  an  Intanalva  prograa  for  a 
difficult  population  and  thereby  qualify  for  tha  hlghar  natch.  Tha 
Senate  bill  also  glvaa  tha  states  greater  flexibility  to  design 
prograna  to  neat  tha  needs  of  thalr  clients. 

Tha  panal  notad,  however,  that  naasurlng  state  efforts  by  target 
group  would  ba  difficult.  It  will  ba  necessary  to  docunent  client 
attandanca  at  each  traatnant  prograa  and  davalop  average  expenditures 
by  traatnant.  In  California,  CAIH  has  already  run  into  problans  of 
axeaaalva  paperwork  as  each  county  decunanta  the  cost  effectiveness  of 
each  traatnant  prograa  it  provides.  Adequate  data  processing  support 
would  ba  naeaaaary  for  tha  progran  to  docunent  tha  allocation  of 
rasoureaa  by  target  group  and  traatnant  aodallty. 

lx3.ICSBli£i8CSl-SSCy.lSt« 

Both  bills  extend  Hedlcald  and  child  cara  esslstance  for  a  period 
of  tine  after  a  faally  la  no  longer  eligible  for  Incone  support.  This 
extension  la  designed  to  allnlnata  tha  "notch  effect"  which 
dlscouragas  fanlllas  fron  Increasing  thalr  earnings  because  they  lose 
Hedlcald.  Panelists  considered  these  naasures  inadequate  because  they 
only  delayed  the  notch,  and  did  not  allnlnata  it.  They  suggested  the 
need  for  sore  Innovative  approaches,  such  as  a  sliding  co-paynent 
scale  for  Hedlcald. 
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Attachment  I 


Attachment  I 


Topic  Statements  and  Queationa 

In  his  State  of  the  Union  addiesa  President  Reagan  spoke  about 
reforming  the  existing  welfare  system  and  breaking  the  poverty 
trap.  House  and  Senate  Coaanittees  have  recently  held  hearings  and 
proposed  legislation  on  reforming  the  welfare  system.  A  common 
theme,  running  through  the  hearings  and  then  proposed  in 
legislation,  is  that  AFDC  parent (s)  be  required  to  support  or  at 
least  help  support  their  children  by  working. 

The  bill  Family  Welfare  Reform  Act  of  1987  by  the  House 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  and  a  proposal  by  the  Senate  Finance 
Committee  called  the  Family  Security  Plan  focus  on  holistic 
approaches  to  meeting  AFDC  recipients'  needs  in  hopes  that  the 
recipient  achieve  freedom  from  welfare  dependency.  Common  in  these 
and  other  proposals  are  areas  that  may  impact  on  how  existing 
agencies  manage  and  administer  welfare  programs.  Three  such  areas 
we  wish  to  pursue  are  (1)  case  management,  (2)  coordination  of 
services  and  (3)  client/agency  contact. 

Case  management 

Considering  a  holistic  approach  in  welfare  reform  proposals, 
we  would  like  your  views  on  specific  functions  and  activities  that 
should  be  a  part  of  case  management.  Once  Identified,  please 
address  for  each  activity  the  type  of  worker,  e.g.,  case  worker, 
social  worker,  etc.,  that  should  perform  the  activity,  how  this 
differs  from  existing  welfare  practices,  how  practical  or  feasible 
the  transition  will  be  to  the  new  system,  and  the  perceived 
cost/benefit. 

In  listing  activities  we  hope  that  you  include  automated  data 
processing  (ADP)  systems.  Some  discussion  points  on  ADP  may 
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Attachment  I  Attachment  I 

include  what  applications  should  ADP  be  used  in  the  welfare  system, 
the  extent  they  should  be  used  compared  to  current  practices,  and 
the  practicality  and  feasibility  of  a  uniform  ADP  system  adopted  by 
all  local  welfare  agencies. 

Coordination  of  services 


Some  welfare  reform  proposals  suggest  assessing  needs  of  an 
APDC  client  and  providing  aervices  to  the  extent  possible.  Some  of 
the  services,  such  as  education,  employment,  and  social  services, 
come  under  the  jurisdiction  of  different  state  and,  in  some  cases, 
local  departments. 

He  want  to  discuss  the  practicality  and  feasibility  of  various 
departmenta/agencies/programs,  each  with  their  priorities, 
eollegially  working  to  provide  needed  services  to  AFDC  clients. 

Are  responsibilities  and  priorities  adequately  covered  in  the 
proposals?  Would  you  suggest  jurisdictional  changes  in  programs  at 
the  local.  State,  and/or  Federal  level?  What  suggestions  would  you 
make  to  insure  that  coordination  of  services  between  programs  run 
smoothly  under  the  welfare  reform  approach? 

Cl ient/aqency  contract 

Some  proposals  call  for  a  formal  contract  between  client  and 
agency  with  sanctions  against  the  client  for  nonperformance.  Other 
proposals  suggest  s  written  client  plan  be  algncd  but  sanctions  for 
nonperformance  are  not  in  Included. 

He  want  your  views  on  the  mandatory  and  voluntary  agreements 
suggested  in  the  proposals.  For  example,  are  the  mandatory 
contracts  enforceable?  Without  sanction  provisions  under  voluntary 
agreements  will  clients  attempt  to  complete  the  agreement?  What 
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impact  will  sanctions  have  on  che  family?  Are  the  length  of 
sanctions  adequate?  Will  legal  action  likely  he  taken  by  a 
sanctioned  client  when  another  client  in  the  same  state  was  not 
requited  to  sign  a  contract  because  scarce  state  resources  did  not 
allow  for  providing  services  to  all  clients?  Should  sanction 
provisions  cover  clients  that  complete  the  contract  but,  shortly 
sfter  taking  full-time  employment,  they  willfully  quit  working  to 
go  back  on  the  welfare  rolls? 

Tartet  Pepulatlona 

The  btlla  under  consideration  cover  all  ATDC  beneficiaries 
as  their  target  population  and  would  Intend  to  meet  needs  of  this  population 
through  coordination  of  various  prograu.  The  Bouse  Coanlttee  bill  further 
targets  its  efforts  on  (a)  families  with  a  teenage  parent,  (b)  families  which 
have  received  AFDC  continuously  for  two  or  more  years  and  (c)  families  with 
one  or  more  children  under  six  years  of  age.  Are  these  the  appropriate  groups 
that  should  be  targeted?  Do  these  bills  represent  the  best  approach  in  meeting 
the  needs  of  these  target  groups? 
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Attachaant  II 


Walfara  Rafora  Dlalogua 
laplaantatlon  and  OparaLlonal  Faaalblllty 
July  21,  1987 
Llat  of  Partlclpanta 


fititlUl 

Don  Wortaan 

Haabar,  National  Acadaay  for  Public  Adalnlatratlon 
Foraar  Walfara  Adainlatrator 

Frank  Frazlar,  Aaaoelata  Dlraetor 
Ineoaa  Saeurlty  Prograaa 
Huaan  Raaoureaa  Olvialon 
Canaral  Accounting  Offlca 


ElOtimil 

Robart  Agranoff,  Profaaaor 

School  of  Public  and  Envlronaantal  Affalra 
Indiana  Unlvaralty 

Harold  Baabout,  Director  of  Raaaarch 
Hathaaatlca  Policy  Raaaarch,  Inc. 

Tarl  Bargaan 

Aaalatant  Coaalaalonar  for  Extarnal  Affalra 
Haaaachuaatta  Dapartaant  of  Public  Walfara 

Dan  Briar 

Croup  Dlraetor,  Caah  Walfara 
Huaan  Raaoureaa  Dlvlalon 
Canaral  Accounting  Office 

Walt  Cradle,  Aaalatant  Director 
Departaant  of  Social  Sarvleaa 
Virginia  Beach,  Virginia 

Robart  Fulton,  Director 
Dapartaant  of  Huaan  Sarvleaa 
Oklahoaa 
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Attachaent  II 

Frad  Doolittle.  Senior  Research  Associate 
Manpower  Demonstration  Research  Corporation 

Ray  Harz.  Director 

Placer  County  Welfare  Dapartaant 

California 

Wllllaa  Morrill.  President 
Mathtech.  Inc. 

Robert  D.  Ralechauar.  Senior  Fallow 
The  Brooklnga  Inatitutlon 

Allele  Smith,  Staff  Director 
Coaalttee  an  Hunan  Resources 
National  CoTarnora  Aaaoclatlon 

Barry  Van  Lara 

Director  of  State  Services 

National  Governors  Aaaoclatlon 


&UfB&Bl 

Paul  Light 

Special  Consultant  on  Public  Management 
Governmental  Affaire  Committee 
United  States  Senate 

Jo  Anno  Barnhart 
Minority  Staff  Director 
Governaontal  Affaire  Committee 
United  States  Senate 


SAS-SSSUdlDSSSE.BQ^-S^SCii. 

Jerry  Aiello,  Coordinator 

Sarah  Path,  Staff 

Technical  Information  Speclallat 
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GAO 


United  Sutei 

Genenl  Accounting  Office 

Wuhingun,  D.C  20548 


Human  Resources  Division 

HR7-140 

Noveniier  9,  1987 

The  Honorable  John  Glenn 
Chairman,  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs 
United  States  Senate 

Dear  Hr.  Chairman: 

This  letter  transmits  our  second  report  in  response  to  your 
July  7,  1987,  request  ashing  us  to  convene  two  panels  of 
experts  knowledgeable  about  the  administration  of  welfare 
programs-»onc  panel  each  at  the  national  and  state  level. 

Ne  convened  the  panels  to  obtain  insights  on  certain 
welfare  reform  issues:  (1)  ease  management,  (2)  contracts 
between  welfare  recipients  and  agencies,  (3)  coordination 
of  services,  and  (4)  target  populations. 

The  national  level  panel  net  in  Washington,  D.C.,  on 
July  21,  1987.  That  panel's  final  report.  Welfare  Reform 
Dialogue;  Implementation  and  Operational  Feasibility 
Issues,  was  sent  to  you  on  September  30,  1987. 

The  second  panel  was  sponsored  with  the  Federation  for 
Community  Planning  in  Cleveland  and  met  on  August  13,  1987. 
The  final  report.  Workability  of  Welfare  Reform;  A  Local 
Perspective,  is  enclosed.  Overall,  this  panel  supported 
reform  of  the  welfare  system,  but  urged  state  and  local 
discretion  in  designing  programs  that  fit  their  conditions, 
such  as  limited  employment  opportunities  and  scarce 
resources. 

As  discussed  with  your  staff,  we  plan  to  summarize  the 
views  of  both  panels  as  they  relate  to  the  proposed  welfare 
reform  legislation.  We  plan  to  issue  this  report  to  you 
later  this  year. 

Should  you  have  any  questions,  please  call  Hr.  Franklin 
Frazier,  Associate  Director,  on  275-6193. 

Sincerely  yours. 


Richard  L.  Fogei 
Assistant  Comptroller  General 


Enclosure 


Page  SO 


GAO/HRD-88-S9  Welfare  Reform  Propoiuds 


Page  51 


GAO/HRD-88-S9  Welfare  Reform  Proposals 


Page  S2 


GAO/HRD-88-59  Welfare  Reform  Proposals 


Appendix  III 

Letter  and  Federation  for  Community 
Planning  Panel  Report  Entitled  “Workability 
of  Welfare  Reform:  A  Local  Perspective” 


WORKABILITY  OF  WELFARE  REFORM: 

A  LOCAL  PERSPECTIVE 

SUMMARY 

On  August  13,  1987,  a  panel  of  city  and  county  experts  on 
welfare  met  in  Cleveland  to  hold  a  dialogue  on  welfare  reform. 
This  meeting,  arranged  by  the  Federation  for  Community  Planning 
for  the  United  States  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO),  was 
designed  to  address  questions  raised  by  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs  regarding  the  administrative  feasibility  and 
worlcability  of  legislative  proposals  for  welfare  reform.  The 
panel  focused  on  two  specific  bills — the  Family  Welfare  Reform 
Act  of  1987  (H.R.  1720),  and  the  Family  Security  Act  of  1987  (S. 
1511).  Both  bills  would  substantively  change  the  existing  Aid  to 
Families  with  Dependent  Children  (AFDC)  program. 

The  panel  addressed  four  primary  issues  of  Committee 
interest:  (1)  improved  case  management,  including  automatic  data 

processing  (ADP)  usage;  (2)  the  use  of  contracts  between  welfare 
agencies  gnd  recipients:  (3)  coordination  a.t  services  for  both 
mandatory  and  voluntary  recipients;  and  (4)  development  of  a 
target  population  approach  for  providing  services  to  recipients. 
The  panel  did  not  limit  itself  to  these  four  issues,  but 
discussed  other  fundamental  aspects  of  welfare  reform  as  well. 

A  brief  summary  of  the  panel  discussion  in  relation  to 
questions  raised  by  the  Committee  and  additional  issues  raised  by 
the  panel  follows. 

—  Case  ronaqement  is  a  viable  means  of  helping  achieve  the 
goals  of  welfare  reform.  Results  on  a  small  scale  seem 
to  indicate  that  providing  individualized  services  can 
work  to  achieve  intended  program  outcome  goals.  The  real 
question  is:  To  what  extent  can  it  be  expanded  within 
resource  limitations?  (See  p.  4) 

—  Contracts  and  sanctions  should  generally  not  be  part  of 
welfare  reform.  Agreements  between  the  AFDC  recipient 
and  the  agency  would  be  useful,  but  panelists  disagreed 
on  the  extent  to  which  agreements  should  be  formalized. 
(See  p.  7) 

—  Coordination  of  services  would  require  reducing  present 
program  complexities.  Top-down  coordination  efforts, 
beginning  at  the  congressional  level,  were  advocated. 

(See  p.  8) 

—  Targeting  certain  AFDC  recipients  for  self-sufficiency 
makes  sense.  Topping  the  list  should  be  AFDC-unemployed 
parents,  followed  by  teenagers  and  younger  AFDC 
recipients.  The  largely  male  population  found  on  the 
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nonfederaX  assistance  welfare  rolls  should  also  be 
considered  for  targeting.  (See  p.  9) 

Panelists  also  discussed  the  following  reform  issues.  (See 
pp.  11-15) 

--  Limited  employment  opportunities  are  a  fundamental 
barrier  to  achieving  employment  for  AFDC  recipients. 

While  this  barrier  may  not  be  present  in  all  areas  of  the 
country,  some  areas,  such  as  the  Cleveland  area,  are 
particularly  affected. 

—  Limited  resources  will  likely  be  another  basic  barrier  to 
achieving  employment  for  AFDC  recipients;  an  example 
might  be  the  lack  of  health  benefits. 

—  Program  goals  should  be  more  clearly  stated  in 

legislation.  Two  goals  advocated  by  the  panelists  were 
(1)  to  stress  quality  of  life  for  recipients  and  (2)  to 
u^  an  incentive  (positive)  epproagh  to  help  the 
recipients  achieve  belf-suf f iciency*.  They  favored  these 
goals  in  part  due  to  the  likely  shortage  of  adequate 
employment  opportunities  and  resources,  mentioned 
previously. 

—  States  and  localities  need  flexibility  in  implementing  a 
reformed  program.  Demonstration  projects  that  would 
allow  states  and  localities  to  test  new  ideas  and 
alternatives  were  viewed  as  desirable.  These  projects 
should  be  closely  evaluated  in  terms  of  costs/benefits  to 
identify  solutions  to  be  applied  nationally. 

"  Consensus  will  be  needed  to  achieve  reform.  Panelists 
said  it  was  better  to  adopt  a  small  program  initially 
that  all  can  agree  to  rather  than  risk  losing  welfare 
reform  entirely  because  emphasis  is  placed  on  a  very 
large  effort. 

—  Transitional  services  time  limits  as  currently  spelled 
out  in  the  legislative  proposals  are  too  short. 

Panelists  noted  that  the  6-  and  9-month  Medicaid  and  day 
care  benefit  periods  proposed  by  House  and  Senate  bills, 
respecti^*ely,  are  likely  to  result  in  recipients 
returning  to  welfare  as  these  benefits  expire.  They 
suggested  a  trial  program  that  would  extend  these 
benefits  for  longer  periods  and  then  evaluate  the  results 
before  implementing  the  changes  nationally. 

—  A  national  health  program  was  also  advocated  by  some 
pa  nel  1  s  ts  . 
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WORKABILITY  OF  WELFARE  REFX3RM; 

A  LOCAL  PERSPECTIVE 

INTRODUCTION 

BACKGROUND 

In  his  State  of  the  Union  address  in  1986,  President  Reagan 
spoke  about  reforming  the  existing  welfare  system  and  breaking  the 
poverty  trap.  More  recently,  congressional  committees  have  held 
hearings  and  proposed  legislation  to  reform  the  welfare  system.  A 
common  theme  running  through  the  hearings  and  the  proposed 
legislation  is  that  the  AFDC  program  be  reformed  to  encourage  or 
bring  about  economic  independence  of  recipients. 

Two  specific  bills,  one  by  the  House  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means,  entitled  Family  Welfare  Reform  Act  of  1987,  and  one  by  the 
Senate  Finance  Committee,  entitled  Family  Security  Act  cf  1987, 
focus  on  approaches  to  meet  AFDC  recipients'  needs  to  achieve 
freedom  from  welfare  dependency.  Common  to  these  two  bills  and 
others  that  would  reform  the  AFDC  program  are  changes  that  would 
affect  how  existing  agencies  manage  and  administer  welfare 
programs.  With  strong  indications  that  the  Congress  will  enact 
reforms,  there  is  some  congressional  concern  about  the 
administrative  feasibility  and  workability  of  the  proposed  changes. 

SENATE  REQUEST 

In  July  1987,  the  Chairman  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs  requested  that  GAO  pursue  some  of  the 
potential  feasibility  and  workability  issues  of  welfare  reform. 

The  Committee  wanted  to  consider  these  issues  in  advance  of 
congressional  passage  of  reform  legislation.  The  Chairman's  letter 
requested : 

"As  part  of  this  "Workability  Assessment",  I  would  like 
GAO  to  undertake  a  study  on  behalf  of  the  Committee.  To 
be  more  specific,  I  would  like  GAO  to  assess  the 
workability  of  four  major  ideas  under  consideration  in 
the  current  reform  debate:  (1)  improved  case  management, 
including  automated  systems,  (2)  the  use  of  contracts 
between  welfare  agencies  and  recipients,  (3)  coordination 
of  services  for  both  m.andatory  and  voluntary  recipients, 
and  (4)  development  of  target  population  of  recipients." 

The  Chairman  asked  GAO  to  convene  a  panel  of  experts  at  the 
local  level  who  could  give  the  Committee  insights  on  these  four 
areas  and,  if  they  wish  to,  comment  on  any  other  provision  in  the 
bills. 
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ORGANIZATION  OF  PANEL 

To  meet  the  request,  GAO  asked 
Planning  of  Cleveland  to  form  a  pan 
welfare  reform  issues.  This  planni 
some  220  institutions  from  the  City 
Cuyahoga  County,  usually  acts  throu 
experts  in  the  community  to  provide 
county  in  providing  human  services, 
experts  in  employment,  education,  s 
services,  advocacy,  and  health.  Fo 
members,  see  appendix  I. 
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ng  organization,  representing 
of  Cleveland  and  surrounding 
gh  experienced  human  service 
planning  for  the  city  and 
Invited  to  the  panel  were 
tate  and  local  human  and  social 
r  a  complete  listing  of  panel 


The  panel  was  convened  on  August  13,  1987,  by  Dr.  Ralph  Brody, 
Executive  Director  of  the  Federation.  The  two  co-chairpersons  for 
the  day-long  session  were  Ms.  Jan  .Murray,  Associate  Dean  of 
Cle veland-Marshall  College  of  Law,  Cleveland  State  University,  and 
Hr,  Franklin  Frazier,  Associate  Director,  GAO's  Human  Resource 
Division, 

Panelists  began  the  meeting  by  discussing  a  variety  of  issues 
they  felt  fundamental  to  considering  welfare  reform.  These  issues 
ranged  from  the  extent  of  the  reform  to  program  goals.  Included 
was  a  discussion  on  what  panel  members  thought  of  the  goals  as 
stated  in  the  legislation,  and,  where  they  differed,  what  the  goals 
should  be.  Details  on  the  meeting  follow. 

MAJOR  ISSUES  DISCUSSED 

Panelists  addressed  the  four  issues  mentioned  in  the 
Committee's  request  and  other  issues  they  thought  needed  to  be 
considered.  They  identified  possible  solutions  to  the  problems 
discussed  and  provided  examples  where  possible. 

CASE  MANAGEHENT 

Both  the  House  and  Senate  bills  propose  using  case  management 
as  a  part  of  reforming  the  AFDC  program.  Panelists  explored  issues 
regarding  case  management  and  concluded  that,  while  workable  on  a 
small  scale,  questions  remain  about  resource  availability  and 
planning  needed  to  accomplish  case  management  on  a  large  scale. 

ADP  usage  was  also  discussed. 
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caseworkers  have  not  been  doing  this  type  of  case  management,  and 
if  they  are  given  the  responsibility,  a  number  of  needs  and 
administrative  conditions  would  have  to  be  met  to  make  the  system 
work. 

Panelists  saw  AFDC  recipient  needs  assessment  as  one  of  the 
most  critical  elements  of  a  case  management  system.  However,  the 
panel  noted  that,  to  do  assessments,  the  caseworkers  need  some  type 
of  measuring  device  to  accurately  and  reliably  measure  the  status 
of  the  AFDC  recipient. 

Next  they  would  need  an  inventory  of  available  services, 
including  those  beyond  the  caseworker's  own  department  to 
effectively  match  people's  needs  with  available  resources.  For  a 
large  project,  a  computerized  system  would  likely  be  required  to 
effectively  match  and  update  people's  needs  with  available 
resources. 

Once  a  connection  has  been  established  between  recipient  and 
service,  the  service  worker  would  need  authority  to  cut  through  the 
existing  bureaucracies.  This  authority  should  include;  (1)  the 
ability  to  provide  some  of  the  needed  services  under  the  direct 
control,  or  in  the  same  department,  as  the  caseworker:  (2)  options 
to  contract  out  some  services — such  as  through  formal,  private,  or 
governmental  sector  contractual  agreements;  and  (3)  ability  to  cash 
out  some  of  the  services  directly  to  the  recipient.  An  example  of 
the  latter  might  oe  the  caseworkers'  ability  to  pay  the  recipients 
directly,  through  some  type  of  voucher  system,  so  they  can  purchase 
their  own  services,  such  as  day  care. 

Finally,  the  caseworker  would  need  the  necessary  tools  to 
perform  follow-up  functions  as  part  of  the  new  case  management 
effort  or  model. 

Individuals  from  a  local  community-based  work-tra ining 
program,  Cleveland  Works,  discussed  some  of  their  experiences  in 
the  community  using  a  model  similar  to  that  discussed  by  other 
panelists.  Cleveland  Works  placed  about  155  individuals  in 
permanent  private  sector  jobs  in  its  first  year.  Their  comments 
follow. 

--  Caseworkers  work  with  only  a  small  number  of  AFDC 
recipients  at  a  time.  Staff  estimated  their  service 
worker/recipient  ratio  was  1  to  12  or  1  to  15. 

—  Extensive  assistance  was  provided  to  recipients  to  help 
teach  them  basic  life  management  skills,  such  as  how  to 
dress  for  and  act  in  a  work  environment.  Their  experience 
is  that  the  intensive  cne-on-cne  interaction  is  needed  to 
achieve  any  success. 
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—  The  frocrair  has  access  to  a  variety  o£  conmunity  resou  ces 
and  employers  in  the  area.  This  access  is  needed  to 
provide  suitable  training  and  employment  after  training. 

Staff  Adequacy;  Panelists  noted  that  the  activities 
discussed  above  are  affected  by  additional  considerations  regarding 
the  staff  who  would  perform  case  management  activities.  One 
consideration  is  the  availability  of  sufficient  caseworker  staff. 
Another  consideration  is  the  degree  of  skill  needed  to  perform 
caseworker  tasks.  Some  degree  of  caseworker  skill  will  obviously 
be  needed  to  work  with  the  recipients.  Panel  members  who  are 
program  administrators  pointed  out  that  obtaining  skilled 
caseworkers  would  likely  require  additional  hiring  and  training. 
They  noted  that  many  of  their  existing  eligibility  workers  lack  the 
education  and/or  training  needed  to  perform  the  case  nvanagement 
activities  envisioned  in  the  reform  proposals.  Moreover,  both 
eligibility  workers  and  the  more  skilled  social  service  workers 
currently  operate  at  or  beyond  planned  capacity.  In  addition, 
panelists  noted  potential  difficulties  in  renegotiating  changed  job 
duties  and  responsibilities  with  local  union  representatives  that 
may  result  from  the  refor;a  legislation. 


Cost  and  Seale  Considerations;  Another  issue  discussed 
regarding  case  management  is  the  overall  cost.  Panelists  noted 
that  if  a  new  program  is  designed  to  service  more  than  about  100 
recipients  at  a  time,  as  in  the  Cleveland  Works'  effort,  apparently 
more  extensive  resources  will  be  required.  For  example,  if  one 
wanted  to  serve  5,000  AFDC  recipients,  it  becomes  clear  that  even 
at  a  1  to  30  caseworker  to  recipient  ratio,  such  an  effort  would  be 
expensive.  A  related  issue  the  panelists  discussed  is  the  basic 
problem  of  managing  programs  of  a  larger  scale.  While  a  model, 
which  runs  on  a  micro  level,  already  exists  in  the  community, 
panelists  were  uncertain  about  problems  that  might  accompany  an 
expanded  effort. 

Additional  considerations  noted  by  panelists  include  the 
availability  of  support  services  and  whether  adequate  employment 
opportunities  will  exist  after  recipients  are  educated  and/or 
trained.  According  to  the  panelists,  without  service  availability 
and  adequate  jobs,  no  a.mount  of  brokering  or  caseworker  effort  will 
result  in  success. 


Panelists  concluded  that  a  case  management  model  now  exists 
for  helping  people  achieve  self-sufficiency.  However,  what  is  not 
clear  is  the  extent  resources  would  be  made  available  to  expand 
that  model  or  additional  problems  brought  about  by  this  expansion. 
The  panelists  believed  a  considerable  planning  effort  would  be 
required  up-front  to  achieve  an  expanded  case  management  system. 


ADP 
adequate 
identi fy 


Panelists  noted  that  case  management  would 
ADP  systems.  Specifically,  ADP  systems  could 
service  availability  and  free  up  caseworkers' 


benefit  from 
be  used  to 
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periT'itting  rore  individualized  casework.  However,  if  these  ADP 
systems  are  used  as  a  means  to  impose  additional  administrative 
burden,  such  as  monitoring  for  sanction  purposes,  additional 
systems  would  not  be  cost  effective  or  desirable. 

CONTRACTS 

The  proposed  reform  legislation  requires  that  the  recipient 
enter  an  agreement  (House  bill)  or  a  contract  (Senate  bill)  with 
the  agency  obligating  the  recipient  to  participate  in  work  or 
training  activities.  It  also  allows  states  to  sanction  recipients 
who  fail  to  participate  in  the  program. 

Panelists  noted  that  contracts,  mandatory  participation,  and 
sanctions  all  may  sound  good  to  the  general  public  or  taxpayer. 
However,  they  believe  these  concepts  do  not  work  and  will  do  little 
more  than  perpetuate  a  myth  that  exists  regarding  welfare 
recipients — welfare  recipients  have  to  be  coerced  into  working. 
Panelists  believe  nothing  is  further  from  the  truth  and  opposed 
perpetuation  of  this  myth.  According  to  the  panelists,  welfare 
recipients  will  gladly  leave  the  system  if  provided  good  incentives 
and  remedial  supports.  As  for  agreements,  panelists  thought  that 
they  were  a  good  idea,  but  differed  in  support  of  whether  they 
needed  to  be  in  writing. 

Some  panel  members  were  also  concerned  that  the  use  of 
contracts,  and  possible  related  sanctions  that  might  accompany 
them,  might  force  people  into  low-paying,  nonsubstantive  benefit, 
jobs.  If  that  is  the  objective,  then  contracts  and  sanctions  might 
be  needed,  but  they  doubted  such  a  system  would  work  based  on  their 
experiences  with  sanctions  used  in  other  programs. 

Panel  members  who  were  administrators  of  welfare  programs 
argued  that  contracts  and  sanctions  would  create  other  negative 
impacts.  First,  people  are  started  out  on  the  wrong  foot  by 
suggesting  an  adversarial  relationship  between  the  agency  and 
recipient.  Second,  another  burden  is  added  to  administrators' 
already  heavy  workload.  In  monetary  terms,  these  panelists 
wondered  whether  such  a  system  would  be  cost  beneficial, 
particularly  in  an  environment  where  there  are  likely  to  be  more 
candidates  for  good  employment  opportunities  than  the  employment 
sector  could  provide. 

In  brief,  the  panelists  suggested  that  contracts  and  related 
sanctions  have  not  worked  well  in  the  past,  and  are  not  likely  to 
work  in  the  future,  to  achieve  meaningful  self-sufficiency  for  AfDC 
red  pients. 

Regarding  mandatory  participation,  in  addition  to  a  general 
dislike  for  the  idea,  panelists  noted  a  concern  with  the  "net  loss" 
provisions  in  proposed  legislation.  Under  the  House  bill,  states 
would  be  prohibited  from  requiring  a  participant  to  accept  a  job  if 
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it  wc'jld  result  in  a  net  loss  of  income  (including  the  insurance 
value  of  any  health  benefit)  to  the  participant  or  family.  Under 
the  Senate  bill,  a  state  could  not  require  a  participant  in  a  gob 
program  to  accept  a  salaried  position  if  it  would  result  in  a  net 
loss  of  income  to  the  family  (including  the  value  of  any  food  stamp 
benefits  and  health  insurance),  unless  the  state  made  a 
supplementary  cash  payment  to  the  participant  that  would  maintain 
the  family's  income  at  a  level  no  less  than  the  family  would 
receive  in  the  absence  of  earnings.  Panelists  expressed  concern 
that  the  provisions  were  not  specific  enough  and  that  besides  being 
difficult  to  administer,  some  states  or  localities  might 
misinterpret  the  provisions  and  force  participants  into  employment 
situations  that  cost  the  family  needed  resources. 

Agreements ;  The  panelists  offered  mixed  opinions  on  the  idea 
of  using  service  agreements  in  plotting  a  course  of  action  for  AFDC 
recipients.  Service  agreements  as  indicated  by  legislative 
proposals  would  specify  the  services  to  be  provided  and  the  extent 
recipients  would  partake  in  those  services  within  designated 
timeframes.  The  panelists  felt  that  some  form  of  agreement  between 
the  agency  and  recipient  was  needed,  but  differed  as  to  whether  it 
needed  to  be  put  in  writing.  While  some  argued  that  providing  a 
written  plan  was  helpful  for  the  recipient  to  remember  and  follow, 
others  believed  that  even  this  level  of  formality  was  not  needed 
for  success.  The  panelists  did  agree  that  using  formal  agreements 
would  significantly  increase  agency  workloads.  They  generally 
favored  avoiding  the  additional  complexity  and  administrative 
burden  that  formalized  agreements  would  bring. 

COORDINATION  OF  SERVICES 

Panelists  discussed  two  general  concerns  regarding 
coordination  of  services;  Complexity  and  planning. 

Complexity;  One  concern  regarding  coordination  of  services 
is  the  current  complexity  of  welfare.  Panelists  noted  that  many 
different  federal  agencies — the  Departments  of  Agriculture, 
Education,  Housing  and  Urban  Development,  Health  and  Human 
Services,  and  Labor — currently  bring  programs  and  services  to  the 
same  recipient  population.  Yet,  these  programs  are  not  well 
coordinated  at  the  federal  level,  resulting  in  administrative 
complexi ty . 

What  is  needed,  according  to  the  panelists,  is  "top  down" 
coordination  starting  at  the  congressional  level  and  extending  down 
to  the  local  level.  Perhaps  one  central  organization,  preferably 
the  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services  in  the  case  of  AFDC 
program  legislation,  should  provide  the  central  accountability  not 
only  for  the  program  results  but  also  for  coordinating  the  new  and 
existing  programs. 


Page  60 


GAO/HRI>88-59  Welfare  Refomi  Proposals 


Appendix  nl 

Letter  and  Federation  for  Conununity 
Planning  Panel  Report  Entitled  “Workability 
of  Welfare  Reform:  A  Local  Perspective" 


The  parelists  discussed  coordination  problems  caused  by  the 
different  and  cotr.plex  federal  regulations  for  the  programs.  For 
exarrple,  the  AF:;C  and  Food  Stamp  programs  have  been  in  place  for 
some  time,  yet  they  still  have  many  fundamental  differences  in 
regulations  that  place  an  administrative  burden  at  the  local  level. 
Simplification  of  complex  eligibility  requirements  of  these  and 
other  programs  would  relieve  some  administrative  burden. 


Planning;  Panelists  pointed  out  a  problem  with  the  way  states 
plan  for  programs  at  the  local  level.  For  example,  Ohio  sometimes 
sends  a  plan  up  for  federal  approval  and  then  down  to  the 
localities  for  implementation  after  approval.  The  state  sometimes 
fails  to  recognize  differences  among  its  counties.  In  short,  the 
panelists  expressed  the  need  to  have  localities  provide  input  to 
the  planning  process. 


Panelists  advocated  both  joint  and  bottom-up  planning 
activities.  One  such  plan  that  worked  in  the  recent  past  was  a 
three-way  agreement  reached  between  the  federal  job  training 
program,  the  state  bureau  of  employment  and  training,  and  the  local 
agency.  All  parties — federal,  state,  and  local — had  an  opportunity 
to  have  their  needs  met.  Panelists  preferred  this  approach  and 
suggested  it  be  part  of  any  reform  legislation.  The  panel  was 
concerned  that  bottom-up  planning  may  not  become  a  reality  if  left 
on  its  own.  They  suggested  legislation  include  provision  for  a 
local  role  in  developing  program  goals,  performance  standards,  and 
funding  levels  for  the  various  services.  To  make  this  idea  work, 
panelists  recommended  that  legislation  include  state  financial 
incentives  and  requirements  for  related  documentation  of 
state/local  planning  efforts,  to  help  assure  that  bottom-up 
planning  takes  place. 


TARGETING 


Both  the  House  and  Senate  proposals  include  provisions  for 
targeting  specific  AFDC  recipients  for  work  program  participation. 
With  an  understanding  that  the  Cleveland  area,  and  other  areas  like 
It,  lack  job  openings,  along  with  the  panelists'  doubts  that  the 
Congress  would  or  could  fund  a  program  extensive  enough  to  achieve 
employment  for  most  AFDC  recipients,  the  panelists  discussed  who 
should  be  served.  The  panelists  identified  the  following  target 
populations. 


AFDC-Unemployed  Parents;  The  panelists  believed  AFDC- 
unemployed  parents  should  be  a  priority  target  population  and  that 
working  with  these  families  should  be  a  stated  goal.  Although 
limited  in  number,  these  ^families  may  have  less  of  a  day-care 
problem  because  their  children  might  be  cared  for  by  one  of  the 
parents . 
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Youno  AFDC  Recipientst  The  next  priority  for  targeting, 
according  to  the  panelists,  should  be  young  AFDC  recipients. 
Panelists  endorsed  serving  younger  recipients  for  several  reasons. 

One  reason  is  that  they  are  perhaps  more  easily  motivated,  as 
opposed  to  older  individuals  who  have  relied  on  the  welfare  system 
for  a  long  time.  The  panelists  felt  that  the  younger  recipients 
are  more  likely  to  heed  suggestions  and  achieve  behavioral  changes 
needed  to  make  the  transition  to  self-sufficiency. 

Another  important  consideration  is  the  potential  employability 
of  younger  people.  By  way  of  contrast,  as  one  panelist  put  it,  *it 
is  tough  to  get  a  45  year  old  person,  who  has  never  worked  outside 
the  home,  to  compete  in  a  labor  market  other  than  for  low  wage 
jobs."  Such  jobs,  frequently  service  sector  jobs,  often  lack 
adequate  benefits,  such  as  health  insurance. 

The  panelists  felt  that  spending  the  money  and  moving  young 
recipients  off  the  welfare  rolls  early  offers  the  best  potential 
for  long-term  savings  to  the  taxpayers.  Another  advantage  for 
targeting  this  group  is  to  provide  more  opportunity  for  them  to 
teach  their  children  the  value  of  work  to  effectively  break  the 
poverty  cycle. 

Conversely,  the  panelists  felt  that  the  younger  group  may  also 
be  the  most  difficult  to  serve.  In  addition  to  providing  adequate 
education,  employment  and  training,  and  support  services,  these 
individuals  may  lack  basic  maturity.  Many  of  the  younger 
recipients  will  need  to  be  drawn  into  employment  and  skill  training 
because  they  may  not  understand  the  potential  of  what  is  being 
offered.  In  short,  while  perhaps  the  best  group  from  a  potential 
standpoint,  they  may  be  the  most  difficult  group  to  work  with  due 
to  their  age,  inexperience,  and  possibly  living  in  an  unstable 
environment. 

One  panelist  argued  that  we  should  consider  the  impact  of 
stress  on  younger  recipients  with  children  under  6  years  old. 

These  families  suffer  from  such  adversities  as  providing  adequate 
food  and  sufficient  clothing  for  themselves  and  their  children. 
These  factors  add  stress  to  their  lives.  Putting  these  people  into 
the  work  force  might  bring  additional  stresses  that  could  be 
harmful  to  the  health  of  the  parent(s)  and  the  well-being  of  the 
family.  Perhaps  educational  opportunities  should  be  provided  for 
the  younger  recipient,  but  putting  them  to  work,  particularly  in  a 
nonsubstantive  job,  may  in  the  long  run  be  disadvantageous  to 
society. 


The  Welfare  Male;  Another  target  population  not  directly 
considered  in  the  welfare  reform  proposals  is  the  young  male  on 
nonfederal  assistance  programs,  who  may  also  be  one  of  the  absent 
fathers  of  AFDC  children  not  providing  child  support.  Targeting 
training  and  employment  ccportuni ties  to  this  occulation,  the 
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panelists  believed,  would  make  sense  for  a  variety  of  reasons.  It 
would  help  them  support  their  families  if  they  decided  to  marry. 

It  could  also  help  reduce  AFDC  costs  by  increasing  child  support 
payments,  an  objective  of  the  reform  legislation.  The  panelists 
recognized  that  certainly  not  all  absent  fathers  are  on  nonfederal 
assistance,  but  believed  a  good  many  are  and  helping  them  to  become 
working  taxpayers  might  be  the  place  to  spend  available  resources. 

OTHER  FUNDAMENTAL  REFORM  ISSUES 

This  section  highlights  what  the  panelists  believed  were  other 
fundamental  issues  regarding  welfare  reform. 

Extent  of  Reform;  Panelists  pointed  out  that  they  view  the 
poor  and  welfare  iri  a  larger  context  than  just  AFDC.  Included  in 
their  perspective  are  (1)  the  AFDC  population,  primarily  consisting 
of  female  heads  of  households;  (2)  the  nonfederal  general  relief 
(GR)  or  general  assistance  population,  which  contains  a  large 
segment  of  the  males  on  welfare  in  their  area;  and  (3)  the  working 
poor,  also  a  large  segment  of  the  population.  Although  not 
directly  on  "welfare,"  this  last  group  is  a  concern  because  they 
make  up  a  large  percentage  of  potential  welfare  population.  As  a 
result,  panelists  expressed  concern  that  welfare  reform  legislation 
may  not  address  the  total  picture  and,  in  fact,  may  focus  attention 
away  from  even  greater  portions  of  the  population  who  ace  also 
poor. 

Program  Goals  Versus  Capacity;  The  panelists  reiterated  the 
need  for  legislation  to  clearly  state  the  goal  of  the  programs. 

They  believed  specificity  is  needed  to  understand  and  help  plan  the 
reforms.  For  example,  although  not  clearly  stated,  an  assumption 
is  that  everybody  that  is  capable  should  work.  The  bills  use  terms 
like  mandatory  participation  and  state  options  to  include  the  total 
population  of  AFDC  recipients,  with  only  a  few  exceptions.  In  this 
regard,  the  panelists  raised  two  fundamental  questions:  (1)  To 
what  extent  will  the  labor  market  support  meaningful  employment 
opportunities  for  AFDC  recipients?  (2)  To  what  extent  will 
necessary  resources  be  allocated  to  help  AFDC  recipients  teach 
self-sufficiency  status?  They  discussed  each  of  these  points  at 
length. 

First,  regarding  labor  markets,  panelists  offered  statistics 
on  the  Cleveland  area  labor  market  that  they  believe  demonstrate 
why  this  question  is  important  to  consider  when  establishing 
program  goals.  Briefly,  the  Cleveland  area  was  reported,  using  the 
State  of  Ohio's  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  to  offer  about  34,000 
job  openings  each  year.  In  contrast  there  are  about  80,000 
potential  unemployed  public  assistance  participants,  (40,000  each 
from  the  AFDC  and  GR  population)  in  the  Cleveland  area. 

Panelists  also  noted  that  the  34,000  new  jobs  are  usually 
service  sector  jobs.  As  a  result,  many  of  these  jobs  are  likely  to 
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offer  low  wages  and/or  limited,  if  any,  health  benefits.  Finally, 
the  panelists  noted  that  the  above  figures  do  not  include  the 
untold  number  of  working  poor  and  other  workers  who  may  also 
compete  for  these  few  jobs.  Many  of  these  individuals  are  in  a 
much  better  position  to  compete  for  these  jobs  due  to  recent 
employment  history. 

Together,  limited  meaningful  employment  opportunities  combined 
with  the  competition  for  a  limited  number  of  jobs  indicate  the 
dilemma  facing  both  policymakers  and  program  administrators  when 
they  consider  moving  sizable  numbers  of  AFDC  recipients  into  the 
work  force.  It  also  provides  insight  as  to  why  such  aspects  as 
mandatory  participation  and  contracts  might  need  to  be 
reconsidered. 

Panelists  noted  that  not  all  states  or  counties  share  the  same 
employment  picture.  Yet,  they  agreed  that  the  problem  is  large 
enough  to  warrant  consideration  of  regional  or  local  employment 
problems  in  developing  any  new  federal  program  goals. 

Second,  regarding  the  question  of  resources,  panelists  pointed 
out  that  it  may  not  be  possible  to  implement  a  major  support 
program  leading  recipients  to  self-sufficiency  because  current 
support  programs  operate  at  or  near  maximum  capacity  and  the  extent 
of  resources  needed  to  move  people  to  self-sufficiency  is  likely  to 
be  extensive.  This  applies  not  only  to  education  and  employment 
and  training  programs,  but  also  to  the  other  supports,  such  as  day 
care,  transportation,  and  particularly  health  care  benefits,  which 
panelists  felt  are  needed  to  make  a  reform  program  work. 

One  example  of  basic  resource  shortages  in  the  Cleveland  area 
was  educational  services.  One  of  the  items  necessary  to  make  AFDC 
recipients  employable  is  remedial  education.  Too  many  of  the  poor, 
including  AFDC  recipients,  have  deficiencies  in  reading,  basic 
math,  or  writing  that  may  make  them  noncompetitive  in  the  job 
market.  Yet,  nationally,  ir,  the  panelists'  opinion,  little  has 
been  spent  on  a  pec  capita  basis  for  literacy  training.  This 
problem  is  left  to  a  large  extent  to  the  state  or  local  levels, 
which  have  difficulty  in  providing  the  necessary  funds. 

In  the  Cleveland  area,  funds  for  adult  education  come  from 
federally  funded  adult  basic  education  grants  that  the  state 
provides  to  local  school  districts.  In  addition,  local  community 
groups  also  provide  adult  education  funds.  However,  the 
combination  of  funds  is  inadequate  to  meet  the  need.  A  recent 
local  effort  to  expand  enrollment  in  the  basic  adult  education 
curriculum  provides  an  example.  With  an  increase  of  1,000  persons 
in  the  adult  education  courses,  the  educational  system  was 
overloaded.  Yet,  in  the  Cleveland  area  better  than  90  percent  of 
work  program  participants  were  found  to  need  some  sort  of  remedial 
education  before  they  could  even  begin  to  use  job  training. 
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Specificity  of  Program  Goals;  Another  set  of  concerns  raised 
by  panelists  had  to  do  with  a  lack  of  clarity  and  conflict 
regarding  outcome  goals  in  the  proposed  legislation.  The  panelists 
pointed  out  that  past  job  programs  have  cycled  AFDC  recipients 
through  various  training  which  at  best  frustrated  their  motivation. 
For  example,  individuals  were  trained  to  be  welders  when  there  were 
no  welding  jobs  available  in  the  community.  In  fact,  some  current 
AFDC  recipients  have  already  experienced  three  or  four  training 
programs.  Great  care  is  needed  in  designing  programs  that  offer 
work  incentives  as  a  solution.  As  one  member  pointed  out,  "we  need 
to  do  a  better  job  than  in  the  past  on  matching  training  and  job 
availability.  In  the  past,  we  have  never  had  a  good  fit  between 
employment  and  training  and  the  existing  job  market."  Specificity 
is  needed  in  matching  employment  training  to  available  jobs. 

Panelists  summed  up  their  thoughts  on  goals  as  follows:  The 
reform  legislation  should  clearly  state  that  it  advocates  achieving 
self-sufficiency  by  providing  (1)  opportunity,  (2)  benefits,  and 
(3)  incentives  to  make  work  more  attractive  than  being  on  welfare. 
From  the  panelists'  perspective,  given  our  state  of  employment 
opportunities,  no  one  has  to  force  anyone  to  work.  Provide  a 
realistic  opportunity,  and  there  will  be  more  applicants  than 
opportunities  for  employment. 

Need  for  Reasonable  Expectations;  Panel  members  recognized 
the  need  to  find  consensus  among  reform  supporters.  The  panelists 
felt  that  the  goal  of  making  numerous  welfare  recipients  self- 
sufficient  may  be  to  broad.  As  one  panel  member  stated: 

•we  never  really  bad  a  war  on  poverty.  We  started  out  to 
make  war  not  realizing  the  extent  of  the  problem,  nor  the 
amount  cf  time  and  resources  needed  to  make  reform  work. 

Now  we  are  in  a  better  position  to  understand  some  of  the 
problems  and  to  make  inroads.  However,  if  we  start  again 
with  false  goal  expectations  and  misinformation  on  what 
we  can  realistically  accomplish,  successful  reform  is  not 
likely  to  ever  get  off  the  ground." 

Another  concern  shared  by  panelists  related  to  the  possibility 
of  creating  additional  working  poor.  In  brief,  the  issue  turns  on 
what  level  cf  benefits  are  needed  to  move  people  off  welfare.  Is 
it  $3.35  an  hour  without  benefits  or  $6.00  an  hour  with  full 
medical  benefits?  Basically,  the  task  of  finding  employment  for 
AFDC  recipients  is  a  difficult  one  facing  policymakers  as  well  as 
administrators.  At  what  level  do  you  find  employment  for  welfare 
recipients  at  such  a  rate  that  they  will  be  willing,  if  educated 
and  trained  to  hold  that  job,  to  leave  welfare?  The  panel  was 
concerned  that  the  effect  of  the  legislation  would  be  to  force 
individuals  to  take  low-paying  or  non-benefit-providing  employment. 
If  it  does,  they  would  not  think  we  gained  any  new  ground  through 
re  form. 
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Transitional  Services;  The  reform  legislation  extends 
Medicaid  and  child  care  assistance  to  welfare  recipients  after  they 
become  ineligible  for  income  support  assistance.  The  House  bill 
would  extend  benefits  for  up  to  6  months,  while  the  Senate  bill 
extends  benefits  for  up  to  9  months.  Panelists  agreed  with  the 
idea  of  providing  continuation  of  benefits,  but  expressed  two 
concerns  about  the  lengths  of  time  proposed.  First,  it  lacks 
incentive  for  individuals  to  take  entry  level  jobs  which  may  not 
pay  benefits.  Second,  the  failure  to  provide  particular  benefits 
for  an  adequate  length  of  time,  particularly  health  care,  may  only 
result  in  individuals  reverting  to  welfare  in  order  to  care  for 
family  members. 


The  panelists  suggested  undertaking  a  study  to  determine  which 
of  two  approaches  would  be  most  effective.  One  group  of  recipients 
would  receive  a  long-term  health  plan.  The  second,  or  control 
group,  would  use  the  more  limited  time  frames  proposed  in  current 
legislation.  Over  time,  a  comparison  could  be  made  to  determine  if 
any  cost/benefits  were  accrued  to  the  first  group  over  the  second. 


The  panel  also  advocated  the  alternative  of  adopting  a 
national  health  plan  that  would  serve  all  the  poor,  not  just  those 
on  welfare.  As  one  panelist  put  it,  "we  have  long  ignored  the  long 
term  cost  of  not  providing  health  benefits  to  those  who  need  it. 
Eventually,  many  of  these  people  come  to  us  with  severe  and  costly 
problems  as  a  result  of  long-term  health  neglect." 


Employer  Incentives;  Providing  addit 
employers  to  hire  AFDC  recipients  was  also 
panelists  to  be  an  alternative  means  of  hel 
achieve  self-sufficiency.  Such  incentives 
some  disadvantaged  individuals.  Funding  us 
sources  as  block  grant  money  or  economic  de 
such  an  arrangement,  the  employers  would  be 
with  recipients  for  a  specified  period  of  t 
believed  giving  additional  monetary  encoura 
makes  sense  and  would  likely  result  in  plac 
recipients. 
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Another  related  idea  is  to  make  hiring  AFDC  recipients  for 
public  sector  jobs  a  priority  goal.  This  "hire-first"  principle 
would  enhance  the  availability  of  new  job  openings. 


Flexibil i ty ;  The  panelists  felt  that  any  new  legislation  for 

welfare  reform  should  allow  flexibility  at  the  local  level. 
Panelists  noted  that  localities  should  have  the  flexibility  to 
identify  available  resources  and,  more  importantly,  deliver  those 
resources.  Flexibility,  as  mentioned  under  case  management,  should 
include  options  for  the  local  agency,  such  as  the  use  of  vouchers 
or  purchasing  of  services  by  the  agency,  to  deliver  needed  services 
in  the  most  expeditious  manner  possible.  The  panelists  noted  that 
states  offer  different  levels  of  benefits  and  that  there  is  a  need 
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